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Abstract

This study documents the intricate relationship between classroom interaction and L2
learning by bringing empirical evidence for L2 construction learning in a kindergarten EFL
classroom. The longitudinal video-recorded data were collected from a face-masked
kindergarten classroom during the Covid-19 pandemic and examined using Multimodal
Conversation Analysis. The analysis showed the emergence of two L2 constructions as the
immediate learning objects and the retrospective and prospective examination of the data
allowed for the documentation of their gradual sedimentation into two different learners’ L2
repertoires. For the better understanding of the learners’ and the teacher’s roles in shaping
the learning processes, the analysis was organized as (i) teacher initiated L2 construction
learning (i.e., little bit) and (ii) learner initiated L2 construction learning (i.e., me too). With
the examination of the cases of little bit, interactional routines, embodied explanations,
translanguaging, choral repetition, understanding checks, repairing dispreferred responses,
and designedly incomplete utterances were found as the teacher practices deployed
strategically for the introduction and circulation of the construction to facilitate L2
construction learning. The analysis of the construction me too indicated the learners’
collaborative accomplishment of resolving an interactional trouble as the point of
emergence, and the focal learner’s peer-prompted and finally unprompted use of the
construction in situ. Accordingly, learner initiated L2 construction learning was enacted as
an outcome of the prominent role of peers, thus their learner initiatives, in creating learning
opportunities. The findings bring new insights into L2 learning in kindergarten classrooms

and provide rich pedagogical implications to kindergarten language teachers.

Keywords: very young learners, longitudinal analysis, multimodal conversation analysis,

L2 construction learning, gestures, interactional routines, translanguaging



Oz
Bu galisma, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil (L2) olarak cok erken yasta égrenen bir anasinifi
baglaminda L2 yapilarinin nasil 6grenildigine dair ampirik kanitlar getirerek, sinif etkilesimi
ile L2 6grenimi arasindaki karmasgik iligkiyi belgelemeyi amaclamaktadir. Covid-19 salgini
sirasinda boylamsal olarak video kaydina alinmis veri, yliz maskesi takan katilimcilarin
oldugu bir okuléncesi sinifindan toplanmis ve ¢ok modlu konusma analizi kullanilarak
incelenmistir. Veri analizi iki farkh dil yapisinin sinif etkilesimi akisinda anlik 6grenme hedefi
olarak belirlendigini gostermis ve verinin ileriye ve geriye donuk olarak incelenmesi bu iki
dil yapisinin zaman igerisinde iki farkli 6grencinin yabanci dil repertuvarina dahil olma
siirecini ortaya koymustur. Ogrenme siireclerinde 6grencilerin ve égretmen rollerini daha iyi
anlatabilmek adina veri analizi (i) Ogretmen Baglangigli L2 Yapi Ogrenimi (little bit) ve (ii)
Ogrenci Baslangicli L2 Yapi Ogrenimi (me too) olarak iki alt baslikta diizenlenmistir. Little
bit durumlarinin incelenmesi, L2 yapi 6gretimini kolaylastirmak icin 6gretmenin rutin
etkilesimsel aktiviteler, somutlastiriimis acgiklamalar, diller arasi gegis, koro tekrari, anlama
kontrolleri, tercih edilmeyen yanitlari onarma ve kasitli olarak tamamlanmamis ifadeler gibi
uygulamalari yapinin tanitiminda ve tekrarinda stratejik olarak kullandigini géstermistir. Me
too yap! durumlarinin analizi bir etkilesim sorununun 6grencilerin is birligi ile ¢ozulmesini
¢ikis noktasi olarak ortaya koymus ve odak dgrencinin bu yapiyl basta akran ipucuyla
kullanirken en nihayetinde duruma uygun olarak herhangi bir ipucu olmaksizin kullandigini
gOstermistir. Buna gore, 6grenen tarafindan baslatilan L2 yapi 6grenimi, 6grenme firsatlari
yaratmada akranlarin, dolayisiyla égrenen inisiyatiflerinin éne ¢ikan rolliniin bir sonucu
olarak gergeklesmistir. Bulgular anaokulu siniflarinda L2 égrenimine yeni bakis acilari
getirmekte ve anaokulu yabanci dil &gretmenlerine zengin pedagojik ¢ikarimlar

saglamaktadir.

Anahtar sozciikler: erken yas dil dgrencileri, boylamsal analiz, ¢ok modlu konusma

¢6zUmlemesi, yabanci dil yapilari, jestler, etkilesimsel kaynaklar, diller arasi gecis
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This chapter is designed to introduce the theoretical and analytical background of
the thesis. First, the background of the study will be presented, and this will be followed by
the aims and the significance of the study. After introducing the research context and the

research questions, the chapter will end with the outline of the study.

Background of the Study

Each social context has its own characteristics and complexities which are
constructed by the contributions of unique individuals employing language as the common
interactional resource to enact social actions in diverse social contexts. While
accomplishing the local contingencies of interaction, participants adopt and adapt methods
which either diversify or routinize as they develop over time. This development is labelled
as Interactional competence (henceforth IC), which lies at the centre of Conversation
Analysis (CA) research documenting second/foreign/additional language (L2) learning
within the field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA). As an attempt to broaden the
mainstream SLA by reconceptualizing language learning as social process in which the
learners’ accomplishments of social actions are given as the evidence for their language
learning (Firth & Wagner, 1997), CA roots from Garfinkel's (1964) Ethnomethodology and
Goffmanian Sociology (1964, 1967). As a research methodology to study “the common-
sense resources, practices, and procedures through which members of a society produce
and recognise mutually intelligible objects, events and courses of action” (Liddicoat, 2007,
p.2), ethnomethodology provides a background to CA with a bottom-up and emic approach
to examine the naturally occurring data. This makes CA a robust research methodology
providing a data-driven exploration of how participants use language as a resource to
accomplish social actions in spoken discourse by approaching the data from participant-

relevant perspective (Schegloff, 2007; Sidnell & Stivers, 2013). The centrality of social



interaction and the participants’ collaborative accomplishments of social actions in CA
makes it highly compatible with investigating the L2 classroom context in which language
is not only the resource for interaction but also the content of instruction. To this end,
exploring the interactional organization of L2 classrooms with the methodological tools of
CA can enhance our understanding of how language learning emerges out of classroom

interaction.

From CA-SLA perspective, L2 learning results from learners’ socially distributed
cognition (Potter & te Molder, 2005; Schegloff, 1991) and it becomes observable in their
language learning behaviours (Markee, 2008; Markee & Seo, 2009; Mori & Markee, 2009;
Markee & Kunitz, 2015). Such an understanding of language learning informs the
conceptualization of L2 in this thesis and the term, ‘learning’, will be systematically used in
the scope of this study, which bases on the multimodal CA analysis of the empirical data to
identify the emergent points of L2 construction learning as well as its developmental process
over time. Doing so, this study will respond to Firth and Wagner's (1997) call for the
broadening of the mainstream SLA by approaching L2 learning as a social accomplishment

in social interaction.

Although CA-SLA studies vary in their routes and analytic foci to define L2 learning,
understanding language learners’ accomplishment of social actions, namely their
interactional competence, is the point they agreed in framing L2 learning (Skogmyr Marian
& Balaman, 2018). In other words, some investigate L2 learning as a social practice with an
aim to document the learners’ methods emerging in interaction while some others view L2
learning as a process and focus on the overtime diversification or routinization of
participants’ methods and the development of their interactional competencies. The
evidence to development and interactional change can be brought in short time span with
micro-genetic and/or micro-longitudinal studies (e.g., Kasper & Wagner, 2011; Pekarek
Doehler, 2010; Sert, 2015, 2017). On the other hand, there are longitudinal studies framing

the diversification or routinization of learners’ methods as the evidence of L2 development



(e.g., Balaman, 2016, 2018a; Balaman & Sert, 2017; Brouwer & Wagner, 2004; Cekaite,
2007; Hall & Pekarek Doehler, 2011; Pekarek Doehler & Balaman, 2021; Pekarek Doehler
& Pochon Berger, 2015; Sert & Balaman, 2018; Watanabe, 2016, 2017). Among the
longitudinal studies, some researchers targeted the elaboration on L2 interactional
competence and had more specific focus on the documentation of the learners’ emergent
L2 grammar-in-and-for social interaction either in the wild or in the classroom settings
(Eskildsen, 2011, 2012; Hall, 2022; Pekarek Doehler, 2018, 2021; Pekarek Doehler &
Balaman; 2021; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2019; Pekarek Doehler & Skogmyr Marian,
2022). Their findings inform the background of this thesis in documenting the emergence of
two L2 constructions as the immediate learning objects and their sedimentation processes
into learners’ L2 repertoires over time by focusing on the very young learner classroom

interaction, which constitutes a significant gap in the literature.

This gap was also underlined by the scholars who focused on (very) young learner
classroom interaction. For instance, Watanabe (2017) stresses the necessity of further
studies on the interplay of classroom routines, learners’ participation, and their L2 IC
development. Moreover, aus der Wieschen and Sert (2021) draw attention to the need for
research on the diverse language choices in young learner classrooms to gain a fuller
understanding of the young learners’ behaviours in different contexts. Finally, conducting a
CA study in kindergarten L2 classroom in Tlrkiye, Balaman (2018b) points out the scarcity
of research on the interactional architecture of L2 teaching and learning in very young
learner classrooms. The gap in the literature becomes even bigger when the dearth of
longitudinal CA studies on L2 construction learning in very young learner classrooms is
considered especially in Turkish context in which teaching English to (very) young learners
was lowered to 2" grade in public schools with an educational reform made by the Ministry
of Education (MoNE) in 2012. Although a number of studies adopting diverse research
designs provided insight from Turkish (very) young learner contexts with diverse analytic

foci such as grammar teaching (Goksu, 2014), assessment (Ugok Atasoy, 2019),



learners’/teachers’ attitudes and perceptions (Gursoy, Korkmaz & Damar, 2013; Kalsum,
2022; Kayhan, 2021; Muhammetnurova, 2022; Sener, 2017), learner/teacher motivation
(Asmali, 2017; Bahar, 2018; Tastekin, 2020; Zeyrek, 2019;) the use of specific teaching
method/ technique and material (Tastekin, 2020, Vatansever, 2021) program or coursebook
evaluation (Dogru, 2022; Gingér, 2020), online education (YUksel Alper, 2022) teacher
education (Gongor, 2016) and vocabulary teaching and learning (Celik, 2015; Cil, 2020,
Dogan, 2021; Isik Khan, 2023; Oznar, 2022; Tarakcioglu & Tuncarslan, 2014; Vatansever,
2021; Yumurtaci, 2019), the number of conversation analytic studies is scarce especially in
(very) young learner classrooms (see Atay, 2022; Balaman, 2018b, Kalayci, 2020).
Accordingly, the interactional organization of Turkish (very) young learner classrooms is still
an untouched area and more CA studies will further our understanding of how L2 learning

emerges out of classroom interaction in kindergarten classrooms.

Against this background, the longitudinal CA studies as well as the researchers’ calls
for further research on the young learner classroom interaction and the dearth of micro
analytic studies in Turkish very young learner classrooms point to the need for this thesis
while also constituting a strong research background in tracking the changes in kindergarten

learners’ language learning behaviours in the Turkish EFL context.

All'in all, with the intent of contributing to the CA-SLA literature and more specifically
bringing pedagogical insight to teaching English to very young learners in the Turkish
context, this thesis is grounded in a bulk of research strands that are all enriched by CA

findings by filling the gaps to be discussed in the following section.

Aim and Significance of the Study

Language grows out of social interaction so social interaction is prior to language
learning (Pekarek Doehler, 2018). Treating L2 learning as a social process and classroom
as a social context on its own right, this thesis mainly aims at documenting the intricate

relationship between L2 learning and classroom interaction in a very young learner EFL



classroom. More specifically, this thesis aims to bring evidence for L2 construction learning
by tracking the changes in L2 learners’ language behaviours (Markee, 2008) on a
longitudinal basis. In line with this aim, it will provide a conversation analytic perspective to
L2 learning in classroom interactions in a previously underresearched context, namely very
young learner Turkish EFL classrooms. Gathering data from a kindergarten classroom in
Tarkiye makes this study highly significant because since 2012 English has been taught as
a foreign language in 2" grades in primary schools in Turkiye, which necessitates the
exploration of the interactional organization of very young learner classrooms to further our
understanding of L2 learning and in return inform language teacher education and language

teaching practices.

Balaman’s (2018b) single case study is a pioneering CA study in the Turkish context
describing the interactional architecture of L2 teaching and learning in a very young learner
EFL classroom. According to Balaman (2018b), limited number of studies are available on
the interactional organization of L2 teaching and learning in young learner classroom
although the number of studies on L2 classroom discourse has been increasing. In a similar
vein, the researchers who have focused on (very) young learner classroom interaction in
diverse contexts underline the necessity of conducting more research to explore the
intricate relationship between classroom interaction and L2 learning. Therefore, they can

come up with findings which can inform language teaching and teacher education.

For instance, Watanabe (2017) attracts attention to the availability of research
dealing with adult language learners and stresses the scarcity of studies addressing the
interactional development of L2 learning among young learners. Accordingly, Watanabe
(2017) calls for further studies on the interplay of classroom routines, learners’ participation,
and young children’s L2 IC development. Furthermore, aus der Wieschen and Sert (2021)
draw our attention to the language choice in young learner classroom and invite researchers
to conduct more ethnographic research to have a more complete picture on the classroom

behaviours of young learners in different contexts.



Considering all, this conversation analytic study gains importance as being the first
longitudinal CA study to be conducted in a kindergarten EFL classroom in Turkiye.
Grounding on the argument that classroom interaction is the bedrock of L2 learning, it will
attempt to unearth the intricate relationship between classroom interaction and L2 learning
with a specific focus on L2 construction learning in a very young learner classroom. In doing
so, it aims to provide a new perspective into the consideration of the roles of language
teachers and learners in creating learning opportunities. In line with this aim,
ethnomethodological and multimodal CA will be adopted as the research methodology to
document learners’ socially distributed cognition observed in their language behaviour
(Markee, 2008) over time. In return, this study aims to contribute to CA-SLA literature by

demonstrating CA’s robustness in meaningfully explaining L2 learning.

Furthermore, this study will explicate a previously uncovered finding resulting from
a pandemic-relevant action as the data collection process coincided with the Covid-19
pandemic process which severely affected educational practices along with people’s health.
This resulted a great potential to investigate the influence of the pandemic’s effect on
education. To this end, the findings of this thesis will also shed light on the effects of a
pandemic-relevant action (i.e., wearing a mask) on the classroom interaction and language

learning and open a gate for further research on the topic.

Overall, the originality and the significance of this thesis lie in its being the first
longitudinal CA study investigating the interactional works of very young learners and the
learning opportunities emerging out of very young learner Turkish EFL classroom
interactions. As a result, this study will contribute to the literature by bringing evidence for
L2 learning on a longitudinal basis by tracking the changes in linguistic patterns in a
kindergarten classroom. As a result, it will propose rich implications for language
learning/teaching in kindergarten classrooms as well as language teacher education. In
accordance with this aim, the following research questions were formulated and given in

the next section.



Research Context and Research Questions

Before detailing the research context, it would be necessary to provide some
definitions to provide a clear picture of the research context. First of all, considering the age
groups of the participants (5 and 6 years), they are named as very young learners and the
kindergarten classroom in which the data was collected is defined as the very young learner
context within the scope of this thesis. Secondly, although the data comes from an EFL
context, L2 will be used as generic term to refer to English as a second/foreign/additional

language, and the learners will be defined as the speakers of L2.

The focal classroom involves 15 zero beginner kindergarten students without any
L2 background. All were grown up in Turkiye, spoke Turkish as their L1, and learned English
as a foreign language in the classroom environment. They had one-hour English classes
every day with the same language teacher, a native speaker of both German and Turkish
languages. She had a bachelor's degree at department of early childhood education from
a state university in Tarkiye. She also had an ESL certificate and three years of teaching
experience with very young learners. The data collection was started in the spring term of
2021 during the Covid-19 pandemic process. As there was a mask mandate in Turkiye
during the data collection, all the participants had to wear face masks in the classroom.
Collecting naturally occurring data from this context, the following research questions were
constructed to explore how the learning opportunities were generated in a kindergarten EFL

classroom.
1. How do the teacher facilitate L2 construction learning in a very young learner classroom?

1.1. What are the interactional resources that the teacher deploys in creating

learning opportunities in a very young learner classroom?

1.2. In what ways do the teacher interactional resources facilitate the L2 construction

learning in a kindergarten classroom?



2. How do language learners create learning opportunities in a very young learner EFL

classroom?

2.1. How does resolving an understanding problem lay the ground for learning

opportunities in a very young learner EFL classroom?

2.2. How do language learners’ L2 construction learning become observable in

interactional data in a kindergarten EFL classroom?

2.3. What interactional resources do language learners employ in the service of

adding a specific construction into their L2 repertoire?

Outline of the study

The study consists of six main chapters. In the first chapter, the background of the
study was presented, and the aim and the significance of the study was discussed. This
was followed by the research context and the research questions. The second chapter is
designed to provide the theoretical background and the review of related literature. First,
the emergence of CA-SLA as an independent field of inquiry for language acquisition is
introduced, and this is followed by the conceptualisation of L2 learning from CA-SLA
perspective. To lay the ground for an in-depth understanding of the research context, the
interactional organization of (very) young learner classroom is given in the subsequent
section with four subjections: repetitions and interactional routines, the role of L1 and
translanguaging, gestures, and finally student initiatives. In the final section, the studies on

Turkish (very) young learner classrooms are presented.

The third chapter is devoted to the methodological basis of the thesis in which the
research context, participants, data collection procedures are detailed. Ethical
considerations and validity and reliability issues are also discussed in this chapter and finally
multimodal Conversation Analysis is introduced as the research methodology. Chapter 4
presents the line-by-line examination of the representative cases analysed in two

subsections, teacher initiated L2 construction learning (Section 4.1.), and learner initiated



L2 construction learning (section 4.2.). The discussions on the findings are presented in the
subsequent chapter (Chapter 5), which is also organized in two subjections in line with the
analytic chapter. The concluding remarks will also be provided at the end of Chapter 5. The
final chapter is devoted to the pedagogical implications and suggestions for the future

research, and it will end with limitations of the thesis.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

In this chapter, the emergence of CA-SLA as an independent field for the
examination of L2 interaction in second language acquisition (SLA) literature will be
introduced. This is followed by the conceptualization of language learning in CA-SLA and
the review of the related studies. Finally, the interactional organization of very young learner
classrooms and the studies on Turkish young learner context will be presented to provide

a clearer picture of the research context.

CA-SLA

The relationship between social interaction and language learning is not
unidimensional. Language enacts as a resource shaping social interaction, and social
interaction is the primary habitat structuring the language (Pekarek Doehler, 2018). This
interdependence results in the understanding of language learning basing on its use in and
for social interaction. However, the tight-knit relationship between language learning and
social interaction has been underestimated by the mainstream SLA which defines L2
learning as learners’ individual cognitive processes rather than learners’ collaborative

contributions to the learning process (Firth & Wagner, 1997).

To date, the process of language learning has been explained with the adaptation
of exogenous theories and the learning and teaching practices have been designed
accordingly. However, such preconceived approaches to language learning centralize the
external, researcher-oriented perspective (i.e., etic perspective) and fails to reflect the
insider, participant-oriented perspective (i.e., emic) although the insider participants are the

real agents playing active roles in every bit of the learning process.

In 1997, Firth and Wagner pioneered an awakening in the field with their seminal
position paper in which they invited researchers to be sensitive towards contextual and

interactional dimension of language and to unearth true insider perspectives. Arguing the
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centralization of the interaction, emic perspective, and social collaborative achievement of
learners in language learning, Firth and Wagner called for the reconceptualization of SLA
and pointed to Ethnomethodological Conversation Analysis (EMCA) (Sacks, Schegloff, &
Jefferson, 1974) as a compatible analytic approach as a “naturalistic observational
discipline that could deal with the details of social action rigorously, empirically and formally”
(Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, p. 289). Markee’s (2000) book length contribution as well as his
pioneering efforts with Kasper (2004) pawed the way of the emergence of CA-for-SLA
(Markee & Kasper, 2004) as a new field of inquiry for L2 learning and teaching. Later on, it
has been called as CA-SLA (Kasper & Wagner, 2011) which aims to show “how learning is
constructed by the use of interactional resources and to explicate the progress of their
learning and their socially distributed cognition or intersubjectivity” (Seedhouse, 2005,

p.177).

Firth and Wagner’'s (1997) invitation for broadening the mainstream SLA with the
reconceptualization of L2 learning by centralizing the social interaction has responded by
many scholars who have adopted two different approaches to CA-SLA: CA-informed and
CA-inspired. As the name suggests, CA-informed studies favour the use of exogenous
theories such as sociocultural, situated learning, and language socialization to inform their
analysis of learning and adopt the methodological techniques of CA (e.g., Cekaite, 2007;
Hellermann, 2011; Hellermann & Cole, 2009; Young & Miller, 2004). On the other hand,
CA-inspired approaches “tend to favour a relatively purist or CA-native approach to the
analysis of learning talk” (Mori & Markee, 2009, p.2) and such a puristic view of CA-SLA
(Markee, 2008) bring participants’ socially distributed cognition as evidence of language

learning (Potter & Te Molder, 2005; Schegloff, 1991).

Although they differ in their perspectives, CA-SLA studies put naturally occurring
talk-in-interaction at the core to analyse how participants accomplish social actions.
Examining the interactional activities in which the participants deploy moment-moment-

actions and turns-at-talk (Pekarek Doehler, 2013), CA-SLA studies approach language
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learning as the learners’ local accomplishment of social actions such as language learning
behaviours (Markee, 2008). In other words, language learning emerges from learners’
adoption and adaptation of their methods to accomplish local needs in interaction by using
the language as the interactional tool. Therefore, evidence of learning is hidden in minute
details of their talk-in-interaction, which can be empirically unearthed through the analytic

tools of CA.

Against this background, this thesis takes a purist stance adopting the
ethnomethodological roots of CA to explore how very young learners share their cognitions
in the service of their L2 learning and how this is evident in their talk-in-interaction.
Therefore, the next section will be devoted to present the research background informing
how this current thesis conceptualizes language learning within the analytical framework of

CA.

CA-SLA and Language Learning

In CA-SLA, language learning is conceptualized as the explication of learners’
socially distributed cognitions, and it emerges out of learners’ co-construction of meaning
as they collaboratively accomplish social actions in interaction. CA-SLA views language a
resource to enact social actions in interaction and learners are active users of interactional
language. Accordingly, language learning is not the isolated acquisition of L2 grammar, but
it develops as learners use it as a meaning-making mechanism in social practices (Jenks,
2010; Pekarek Doehler, 2010). Thus, evidence of learners’ L2 development is embedded
in the micro-details of their talk-in-interaction while enacting interactional actions such as
repairing, turn taking, organizing a sequence and so forth, which refers to the analytical

tools of CA.

Language learning occurs in and through interaction (Firth & Wagner, 2007). So,
studying learning is the same thing as studying interaction because the nuances of L2

learning are hidden in what the learners say, how they use L2, and how they interact (Walsh,
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2011). Put it another way, footprints of L2 learning are available on the observable
behaviours of learners resulting from the accomplishment of local needs in a social context.
To this end, in CA-SLA L2 learning can be defined as the internalization of linguistic
knowledge as a result of learners’ repetitive use of linguistic and other semiotic resources

to accomplish social actions (Pekarek Doehler, 2010).

Within the field of CA-SLA, two main routes (i.e., descriptive and process oriented)
are adopted by the scholars as they frame L2 learning. While some scholars conceptualise
language learning as a social practice by examining their practices in social interaction,
others focus on the developmental process and frame language learning as a social
process. The studies viewing L2 learning as a social practice are more descriptive in nature
as they aim to explain the relationship between learning and interaction (e.g., Amir, 2013;
Can Daskin, 2015; Hellermann & Pekarek Doehler, 2010; Jakonen & Morton, 2015; Markee,
2005; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon Berger, 2011, Sert, 2017; Waring, 2013). In other words,
they attempt to explore the role of interaction in generating learning opportunities and
facilitating learning by detailing “the instructional practices that either create or inhibit the

opportunities for participation” (Waring, 2008, p.577).

Of direct relevant to this thesis is the studies approaching language learning as a
social process (Brouwer & Wagner, 2004), framing it as an interactional change (Martin,
2009; Melander & Sahlstrom, 2009) occurring through diversification of the participants’
methods (Balaman, 2018a; Balaman & Sert, 2017; Cekaite, 2007; Hellermann, 2011; Lee
& Hellerman, 2014; Pekarek Doehler & Pochon Berger, 2015; Watanabe, 2016, 2017).
Such a process-oriented conceptualization of learning paved the way of longitudinal CA
studies as they are considered more appropriate in documenting the diversification or
routinization (see Eskildsen, 2021; Pekarek Doeherler & Balaman, 2021; Pekarek Doehler
& Skogmyr Marian, 2022; Theoddrsdottir & Eskildsen 2022) of participants’ methods over

time to accomplish social actions (Pekarek Doehler & Fasel Lauzon, 2015).
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Longitudinal CA studies also vary in their units of analysis. While some of them
investigates the changes or diversification of the learners’ practices such as repair,
agreement, storytelling and so forth, some others focus on linguistic patterns (Hauser, 2013;
Kim, 2009; Ishida, 2009; Markee, 2008; Pekarek Doehler, 2010; Pekarek Doehler &
Balaman, 2021; Slétte-Littge, Porn & Sahlstrom; 2013) as well as the embodied resources
(Eskildsen, 2021). Although CA-SLA studies diverse in their analytical foci or
conceptualization of L2 learning, the development of the interactional competence is a
consensual way of conceptualizing L2 learning in the end. As this thesis also adopts the
developmental process of language learning in the conceptualization of L2 learning, some
CA studies will be detailed below to show how the evidence to L2 learning is brought on

longitudinal basis in the field of CA-SLA.

To start with, one of the most prominent longitudinal studies was conducted by
Cekaite (2007) who illustrated the relationship between participation in interaction and the
socialization of a young immigrant learner. Cekaite (2007) documented the development
of L2 interactional competence in a Swedish immersion classroom by illustrating the child’s
developing participation progress from a silent child to a noisy and loud child, and finally to
a skillful student. In a similar vein, Watanabe (2016) displayed L2 IC development by
tracking a novice learner’s engagement in a multiparty classroom interaction. She argued
that the changes in the learner’s social roles, turn taking strategies, engagement as well as

the appropriate language use proved the learner’s L2 IC development.

One of the pioneering longitudinal works was Hellerman’s (2008) book-long study,
which tracked the same adult EFL learners’ development in a range of practices such as
opening a task, disengaging from the task, and opening a story in the classroom across
several months and over some years. He documented that advanced level learners differ
from the beginner levels in term of the sequential organization of storytelling and the

linguistic resources they use in story opening. Consequently, Hellermann (2008) brought
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evidence for L2 IC both in terms of linguistic development and in terms of the sequential

organization of the given practice.

A very recent study has showed that the development of L2 IC is much beyond the
classroom environment or face-to-face interaction and can also be observed in an online
setting (Balaman, 2016; Balaman & Sert, 2017). In their longitudinal study, Balaman and
Sert (2017) tracked L2 IC development in a technology-mediated task environment. First,
they showed the emergence of L2 interactional resources and then they documented how
learners develop and diversify these resources as they complete the video-mediated tasks.
Considering the importance of tasks in L2 learning and the centrality of technology in
teaching and learning, especially in recent years, their study enriched our perspectives of
L2 IC development in virtual setting (see also Balaman, 2018a; Sert & Balaman, 2018;

Pekarek Doehler & Balaman, 2021).

As mentioned earlier, another way of bringing evidence to L2 learning is
documenting changes in learners’ use of linguistic patterns. While some scholars name it
as learning or learning behaviour, some others link it to L2 IC development. For instance,
Markee’s (2008) study is the pioneering of how CA studies bring evidence to language
learning as a socially distributed cognition (Schegloff, 1991; te Molder & Potter, 2005) by
tracking the emergence of a learning object over time. In this study, Markee does not use
the term learning rather he intentionally terms it as learning behaviour to foreground how
cognition is observable in behaviour. In other words, he aims to show learning as a social
entity distributed socially rather than an individualistic treat. In his study, Markee (2008)
principally offers a methodology named as Learning Behaviour Tracking (LBT) to track the
learning behaviour longitudinally. LBT consists of two techniques: Learning Object Tracking
(LOT), which is used to explore the occurrence of a learning object during a particular time;
and the second one is Language Process Tracking (LPT), which uses CA analysis to show
the learners’ engagement in language learning behaviour. In a similar vein, this study will

document the emergence of a learning object which occurs as a learning behaviour over
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time. Therefore, Markee’s study provides an analytic background for this current paper (see
also Balaman, 2023 for interactional evidence of pre-service teacher learning based on

Markee, 2008).

Another important study showing learning with the longitudinal investigation of a
linguistic pattern was implemented by Ishida (2009) who showed the intricate relationship
between the linguistic development and L2 IC. In this study, Ishida (2009) tracked the
changes in the use of a Japanese versatile linguistic particle (i.e., ne) during a 9-month
period and displayed a Japanese language learner’s use of that particle in a wider range of
sequential contexts and in turn his taking more active roles in developing a conversation. In
doing so, Ishida made an original contribution to the field by evidencing the L2 IC
development by displaying overtime functional diversification of the focal linguistic pattern
in interaction. The interrelatedness of linguistic development and L2 IC development was
also investigated in a similar context to this thesis, namely in a very young learner context.
Watanabe (2017) conducts a longitudinal study on L2 IC development and brings a novice
learner’'s developing turn-taking and appropriate use of the linguistic and interactional
resources by observing the flow of interaction as the evidence for the development of his

L2 interactional competence.

Another intriguing work providing empirical evidence for how long-term language
learning is empirically observable in social interaction was conducted by Pekarek Doehler
(2010) in French L2 classrooms. At first, Pekarek Doehler showed how the researcher, who
was also participated in classroom interaction, and a student engaged in negotiating around
the French verb adorer and how that particular learner reused the given verb three months
later in a new grammatical and praxeological environment. In doing so, Pekarek Doehler
showed how linguistic development was observably configured in small group L2
interaction. However, Pekarek Doehler drew attention to the other processes that may have

potentially contributed to the particular student’s learning.
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Providing a counterargument for those who offer to combine CA with an exogenous
theory to “make up for CA’s alleged inability to theorize learning” (Markee, 2008, p.405;
Kasper, 2006), Hauser (2013) argues that CA does not require an exogenous theory to
bring longitudinal evidence of learning. Thus, Hauser (2013) investigated the development
of L2 negation of an adult learner of English with a focus on the signs of change and
explicated the longitudinal tracking of learning. In doing so, Hauser openned the gate for
more longitudinal CA-SLA studies looking at the development of linguistic resources such
as grammar or vocabulary. Such a demonstrated ability of CA to evidence longitudinal
language learning was also clear in Slétte-Luttge et al.’s (2013) paper in a multilingual
setting. Their study contributed to the interactional understanding of learning by examining
a multilingual child’s learning of the Finnish word téhti (i.e., star). Demonstrating the
changes in different situations in a weeklong longitudinal data, they brought evidence for

the child’s learning of the word.

Overall, the above-mentioned longitudinal studies have clearly showed that CA is a
robust methodology evidencing L2 learning by documenting the “seen-but-unnoticed”
changes in learners’ talk-in-interaction. The term “change” will be also in the centre of this
thesis because it refers to the leaners’ independent use of a newly acquired construction in

a similar context after a period of time (Seedhouse, 2010) in the scope of the study.

Against this background, this study will have a longitudinal basis to bring evidence
for L2 learning in a kindergarten classroom conceptualizing learning as the change in
learners’ grammar-in-interaction observable in their socially distributed cognition. In doing
so, the ethnomethodological roots of CA will inform the data analysis to track the changes
in learners’ emergent grammar over time. Accordingly, it would be necessary to review the
related studies on L2 grammar in-and-for interaction, which will be detailed in the following

section.
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L2 Grammar in-and-for Interaction

Grammar is a resource for interaction, and it is an integral part of interactional
competence (Pekarek Doehler & Skogmyr Marian, 2022). Although longitudinal CA studies
on the development of L2 IC have furthered our understanding by investigating the learners’
diversification of methods such as turn-taking, disagreeing, topic organization and so forth
over time (Balaman & Sert, 2017; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2018; Pekarek Doehler &
Skogmyr Marian, 2022), how linguistic resources have an effect on L2 IC development
remains unexplored to some extent (Pekarek Doehler & Skogmyr Marian, 2022).
Accordingly, the role of grammar in and for interaction needs to be further investigated for
the better understanding of L2 Interactional competence and L2 learning (Pekarek Doehler,
2018). In a similar vein, Piiranien Marsh and Lilja (2022) offer the reconceptualization of
grammar as an object of learning in the wild to unravel the interactional functions of linguistic

resources.

According to Hall (2018), the contributions of interactional competence to advancing
understanding of the objects of L2 learning are less clear, which is possible because the
term both refers to learners’ underlying capacities to participate in social interaction and to
other resources and various language-specific forms learners develop as they participate
in diverse social interactions. Therefore, Hall (2018) provides a new empirical terminology
to refer to the object of L2 learning and in return, re-term interactional competence as
interactional repertoires that are new language-specific methods to better denote the
variable nature of multilingual and multimodal resources learners employ in various social

contexts.

In line with these arguments, grammar-in-and-for-social interaction has been a
recent research interest for scholars targeting the elaborations on L2 interactional
competence either in the wild or in the classroom settings (Eskildsen, 2011, 2012; Hall,
2022; Pekarek Doehler, 2018, 2021; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2019; Pekarek Doehler &

Balaman; 2021; Pekarek Doehler & Skogmyr Marian, 2022). Most of these studies favour
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the combination of (1) CA “as a method for capturing the local-social specifics and the
dimension of actions accomplishment in L2 learning”, (2) Usage-based SLA as a method to
track the linguistic patterns in action over time, and (3) Interactional Linguistics as a toolbox
for “understanding the social anchoring of linguistic pattering and the relationship between
linguistic items and the social actions they accomplish” (Pekarek Doehler & Eskildsen,

2022, p. 6).

For instance, combining CA, Usage-Based SLA, and IL, Pekarek Doehler (2018)
deals with how linguistic resources play an instrumental role within the changing practices
of learners and in the development of their L2 interactional abilities. In this study, she tracks
the routinization of multiword expression je sais pas (I don’t know) over 10 months and
shows the gradual routinization of the construction from an epistemic disclaimer with its
initial literal meaning to an interactional resource to exit a turn at talk as the learner becomes

more interactionally competent.

In a similar vein, Pekarek Doehler and Skogmyr Marian (2022) bring CA and usage-
based linguistics together to show how L2 grammar-for-interaction develops over time as a
part of L2 interactional competence. They track an L2 French speaker’s use of a linguistic
construction comment on dit (how do you say) (see also Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2019)
over the course of 15 months in word search sequences and document the learners’ diverse
use of the construction in different social contexts and its progressive routinization as the
learner becomes more proficient in French. They showed the longitudinal diversification in
the learner’'s use of the construction in terms of meaning and context as well as the
multimodal delivery of the expression. While the initial use of the construction was observed
as the request for help for an unknown word, it was later deployed as a confirmation request.
Gradually, the literal use of construction became less frequent, and its employment was
routinized as a discourse marker to index cognitive search, to hold the floor, and finally as
a self-correction preface. Consequently, they argued that there is an intricate relationship

between L2 grammar-for-interaction and L2 IC development.
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Similarly, using CA and Usage-based learning in combination in their case study on
L2 use and language learning outside the classroom, Theodérsdéttir and Eskildsen (2022)
brought evidence for the evolving L2 grammar for social actions and thereby the
development of interactional competence. They followed an L2 learner’s use of a specific
linguistic pattern (i.e., the Icelandic auxiliary verb etla) to accomplish diverse social actions.
They observed that the construction was initially used for requesting in service encounters,
however, this ability could not be transferred by the learner to other relevant environments
in which the use of verb etla was called on. Thus, the learner needed to learn the verb
again to use it for different actional purposes such as accounting, news and plan sharing,
requesting information, and confirmation. Accordingly, the use of linguistic construction and
the social actions in which they served are closely related. Documenting the focal learner’s
increasingly diversified and productive use of the construction over time to accomplish
various social actions, they brought evidence for her developing L2 grammar for social

action, and in return her L2 IC development.

Pekarek Doehler and Skogmyr Marian’s (2022) study and that of Theodérsdéttir and
Eskildsen (2022) share a common point considering their stress on giving importance to
rewilding language learning (see also Thorne, Hellerman & Jakonen, 2021) by documenting
the development of learners’ L2 grammar for interaction outside the classroom. Their
findings provided a background for Piirainen March and Lilja’'s (2022) suggestion for the
reconceptualization of L2 grammar as the object of learning and reconfiguration of the

pedagogical materials and framewaorks to help the learners act in the social world.

On the other hand, Pekarek Doehler and Balaman (2021) took a different route and
tracked the gradual streamlining of a particular construction (i.e., let me check) as a social
action format in online setting. Their study revealed the progressive simplification of a lexical
construction serving as the solution mechanism for coordination problems and maintaining
the progressivity of interaction. In doing so, they discussed the recalibration of the learner’s

grammar as it is adapting to new circumstances, languages, or media. Consequently, they
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demonstrated that L2 grammar development in social interaction does not only manifest
itself in the diversification of the constructions both in the form and meaning to accomplish
diverse actions but also in the gradual simplification of a specific construction as a social
action.

Although the studies that investigated L2 grammar outside the classroom or online
setting have significant contributions to enriching our perspectives, the development of L2
in the classroom setting is scarce and needs to be empirically detailed (Hall, 2022). A very
recent study is that of Hall's (2022) examining the link between specific interactional
classroom activities and L2 learners’ developing grammars. Hall (2022) also draws on CA
and IL to identify the recurring interactional activities (i.e., information-seeking sequences)
in L2 classroom group-work instruction. Hall’'s findings are highly significant in that she
demonstrates the crucial role of language teachers play in designing the linguistic input for
L2 learners in language classrooms and argues that recurring interactional activities in
language classrooms are the main source of L2 input. Overall, in the light of the
abovementioned studies, it can be argued that social interaction is the bedrock for L2
grammar (Pekarek Doehler & Eskildsen, 2022), and evidence of its development is
available in the diversification and the routinization of the constructions to enact diverse

actions.

Keeping the intricate relationship between social interaction and the development of
L2 grammar in mind, this study will also discuss the emergence of L2 grammar out of social
interaction and its progressive development. However, this study will take a different route
by using the term “learning” rather than the development of L2 grammar as the data also
documents the emergence of L2 grammar as the immediate learning object in an ongoing
interaction. Namely, in contrast to the studies that bring the diversification or routinization
of already available linguistic constructions as evidence of the development of L2 grammar,
this thesis will document participants’ co-construction of linguistic patterns as the learning

object and their progressive sedimentation in learners’ interactional repertoires as they
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engage in recurring interactional activities. To do so, this study will adopt multimodal CA to
document the minute details of the emergence of constructions as immediate learning
objects based on collections of cases throughout the data, and the actions they accomplish

through the sequential proofs available in their turns-at-talk.

Overall, this study will bring evidence to L2 learning by tracking the emergence of
two specific linguistic patterns as immediate learning objects and their progressive
sedimentation in specific learners’ L2 interactional repertoire. As a result, the change in the
learners’ use of the constructions without any verbal and nonverbal prompts, namely their
self-initiated use within the recurrent interactional activity will be discussed as evidence for
their L2 learning. In line with this aim, the interactional organization of very young learner
classrooms will be portrayed in the following section to better highlight the related issues to
the research context of this thesis such as routine activities, role of L1 and translanguaging,

gestures, and student initiatives.

Interactional Organisation of (Very) Young Learner Classrooms

Interaction in very young learner classrooms can be considered limited as the
learners generally do not have extensive L2 backgrounds. Hence, engaging their students
in classroom interaction can be challenging for language teachers. Therefore, by being
aware of the interactional organization of very young learner classrooms, language teachers

can facilitate learner engagement and create learning opportunities.

Keeping in mind that every context has its own complexities which result from the
uniqueness of each participant involved, making generalizations may not be that suitable
for similar contexts. On the other hand, the research on (very) young learner classroom
interaction has revealed some common features of classroom interaction such as repetitive
activities, language choice, and gestures which will be detailed in the following subsection

to gain an understanding of the interactional organization of these contexts.
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Repetitions and Interactional Routines

Social interaction is at the core of the language learning process in young learner
classrooms as well as despite being limited due to the lack of the learners’ initial knowledge
of L2 or their minimal L2 repertoires. To encourage active participation in their classes,
language teachers benefit from repetitive activities or more broadly interactional routines
which are defined by Peters and Boggs (1986) as “a sequence of exchanges in which one
speaker’s utterance, accompanied by appropriate nonverbal behaviour, calls forth one of a
limited set of responses by one or more other participants” (p. 81). According to Peters and
Boggs (ibid), interactional routines facilitate language learning due to their predictable and
repetitive nature, and they provide a participation framework for novice language learners.
The predictable structure and repetitive nature of interactional routines allow the learners to
expose to rich and constant interactive environments in which they engage despite their
limited competencies. Thus, interactional routines are also effective in foreign language
classrooms, especially for very young learners as they serve as “powerful organizers of
student-teacher interaction” (Kanagy, 1999, p.1468). Accordingly, many scholars were
interested in how interaction can be achieved, and learners’ participation can be facilitated
in young learner classrooms through repetitions and interactional routines (e.g., Balaman,
2018b; Bjork Willen, 2008; Cekaite, 2007; Eskildsen, 2021; Kanagy, 1999; Pallotti, 2001;

Roh & Lee, 2018; Watanabe, 2016, 2017).

To begin with, a ground-breaking study, Kanagy (1999) shows the interplay between
the interactional routines and the development of preschool children’s interactional
competence in a Japanese immersion classroom. Thanks to the scripted nature and
predictability of the recurrent activities such as taking attendance, greetings, and personal
introductions, learners with no initial knowledge of L2 would have interactional access. In a
similar vein, Cekaite (2007) documents L2 socialization in an immersion classroom in
Sweden. With the combination of a micro-analytic approach and ethnographic fieldwork,

Cekaite (2007) documents the longitudinal change in the focal student’s participation in
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multiparty conversational activities. In return, Cekaite argues that the learner’s achievement
of expertise in classroom interaction evidences her emergent L2 IC development. Also, she
points the importance of longitudinal analysis in providing insights into the interplay between
participation and L2 learning. Bjérk-Willen (2008) also puts interactional routines at the
centre of her study to demonstrate how teachers’ deviations from those routines create
interactional troubles whose resolutions can create learning opportunities. Additionally, this
study shows how interactional routines are locally managed classroom norms in a Swedish

multilingual preschool classroom.

Two more longitudinal studies from a young learner EFL classroom were conducted
by Watanabe (2016, 2017) in Japanese context. Focusing on the changes in the novice
learner’s engagement in teacher-led recurrent communicative activity, Watanabe (2016)
argues that the gradual development of the learner's method of participation in terms of
turn-taking strategies, roles, and patterns of involvement proves the very young learner’s
L2 IC. Along with that, her study displays how interactional routines as well as the
deployment of verbal and embodiment as interactional resources play a prominent role in
young learner EFL classrooms. Additionally, in another work, Watanabe (2017) points out
the role of meaningful adaptation of the recurrent interactional sequences in learners’
engagement and participation in a multi-party EFL classroom. Investigating the recurrent
post-expansion sequences, Watanabe (ibid) traces the changes in interactional practices
and the use of linguistic and interactional resources to bring evidence of the novice learner’s
L2 IC development. She argues that the learner’s improved ability in taking appropriate self-
selected turns and the use of linguistic and interactional resources prove her L2 IC

development.

The role of repetitive activities in fostering learner participation was also discussed
in Balaman’s (2018b) study, which has a direct relevance to this thesis considering the
research context and the participants. Examining video-recorded data from a very young

learner classroom in Turkiye, Balaman demonstrated the teacher’'s management of a repeat
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after me activity as an interactional routine to elicit a full-form construction (i.e., | am X) from
the preschool children during their first instructional exposure to the target language. In
result, Balaman (2018b) discussed that the repetitive nature of the interactional activity
provided the learners to predict the next coming action; thus, they could orient themselves
to the unfolding activity although it was their first encounter with English as a foreign

language.

In a similar vein, Roh and Lee (2018) examined the role of repetition in teaching
English to Korean kindergarten students with limited language proficiency. Focusing on the
interactional work that the repetitions performed in a very young learner classroom, they
found three important pedagogical actions that teacher repetition enacts in a Korean
kindergarten classroom: eliciting cohort responses from students, getting students to realise
and use a target language item, and getting particular responses. Furthermore, repetitions
operated as organizational methods, which help the young learners recognize the

pedagogical task and follow the lesson.

In the light of these findings, it can be concluded that repetitions and interactional
routines are an integral part of young learner classrooms as they help not well-versed
learners participate in classroom interaction. Now, | turn to another integral resource, L1

use and translanguaging in very young learner classroom.

Role of L1 and Translanguaging

The monolingual approach has long prevailed in language teaching, especially in
foreign language classrooms in which the use learners’ first language has been discouraged
to provide the learners with a significant amount of exposure to the target language
(Chaudron, 1988; Krashen, 1982; Levine, 2003; Littlewood & Yu, 2011; Macdonald, 1993;

Turnbull, 2001; Turnbull & Arnett, 2002).

In today’s world, internationalization and globalization resulting from various factors

such as migration, education, and technology has made it inevitable to open a space for
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the learners’ L1 and any named languages in language learning processes. This has led to
a hot debate on the use of first languages in foreign/second language classrooms in the
last decades (cf., aus der Wieschen & Sert, 2021), and recent studies have attempted to
bring new insights into the involvement of L1 and any named languages in language

learning processes to facilitate L2 learning.

There is a link between the pedagogical focus and the language choice, and Ustiinel
and Seedhouse’s (2005) study is a prominent example of such an intertwined link. They
explicated that the teacher navigated from L2 (i.e., English) to L1 (i.e., Turkish) for some
reasons such as eliciting learners’ participation, checking comprehension, dealing with
procedural trouble, clarifying meaning, managing classroom and giving feedback. The use
of L1 can be necessary when checking comprehension, giving instructions, or eliciting
language especially when the learners have a low level of language proficiency (Atkinson,
1993) because their limited or no knowledge can potentially cause understanding troubles.
Therefore, more conversation-analytic research is needed on the role of language choice
in young learner L2 classrooms to understand its role in facilitating L2 learning (aus der

Wieschen & Sert, 2021).

Pointing to the scarcity of research dealing with young learners, aus der Wieschen
and Sert (2021) examine the divergent language choices in Danish third grade EFL
classrooms. They investigate the relationship between divergent language choices
maintaining intersubjectivity and pedagogical foci. Even though the teacher consistently
uses English while the students only speak Danish, that does not cause any trouble in
maintaining intersubjectivity in the classroom, and their analysis uncovered two sequential
formats to ensure student understanding: “(1) learner translations and reformulations for
peer support in insert expansion sequences and (2) expansions initiated by students
requesting information or clarification that display partial or no understanding” (p. 13).
Importantly, they stress the significance of interactional space and encouragement given to

students by their teacher when they are provided with the opportunity to use languages
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other than the target language in the classroom to co-construct the meaning. As a result,
what may be considered as a trouble in maintaining intersubjectivity (i.e., divergent
language choice) in a language classroom can actually facilitate understanding, which once
again shows the importance of focusing on actual multilingual classroom practices from the
emic perspective (aus der Wieschen & Sert, 2021). As also evident in aus der Wieschen
and Sert’s study, involving learners’ languages or any named languages in the learning
process can mediate understanding between teachers and learners, foster learners’
contribution, increase the academic comprehension of learners (Bozbiyik & Balaman, 2023;
Tai & Wei, 2021a; 2021b; YuzIi & Dikilitag, 2022). Such a flexible integration of a variety
of languages into the learning process is referred to as translanguaging, which is defined

as an alternative model of pedagogy to bilingualism (Garcia, 2009).

Translanguaging is a practical theory of language “that comes out of practical
concerns of understanding the creative and dynamic practices human beings engage in
with multiple named languages and multiple semiotic and cognitive sources” (Wei, 2018, p.
27). Translanguaging allows for a holistic linguistic perspective on the use of bilingual and
multilingual repertoires of the learners and the use of their native languages as a
pedagogical strategy; therefore, it offers flexible and changeable practices that go beyond
the boundaries between named languages and language varieties (Wei, 2018). Although it
encompasses previous multilingual practices such as code-switching, code-mixing, etc.,
according to Garcia (2009) translanguaging “goes beyond what has been termed code-

switching” (p. 45).

Although it is now referred to as a practical theory or approach to language teaching,
translanguaging originally emerged as a description of a specific language practice
observed by Williams (1994) in a Welsh revitalization program in which the teacher and the
students had diverse language choices. In this program, the teacher tried to teach Welsh
and the students responded largely in English (Williams, 1994) or the reversed case was

observed when the teacher provided English explanations for what the students read in
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Welsh. Williams argued that such practices should not be considered negative rather they
facilitated problem-solving and knowledge construction by maximizing the teacher’s and

learners’ linguistic resources.

Opening the gate of L1 and L2 use in a more systematic and flexible way for
language learning and interaction, rather than monoglossic thinking (Littlewood, 2014),
translanguaging has been a research interest for the scholars as a pedagogical approach
or practice to facilitate learning opportunities in different classrooms. Stating that
translanguaging is a more effective pedagogical approach than that of monoglossic ones,
Yuzli and Dikilitas (2022) focus on the role of translanguaging in development of language
skills in Turkish EFL context. They discussed that translanguaging is pedagogically effective
by serving various purposes such as meaning making, facilitating learning, and promoting
communicative abilities. Investigating translanguaging in an experimental research design,
Yuzli and Dikisitas (ibid) suggest the encouragement of the systematic shuttling between
L1 (i.e., Turkish) and L2 (i.e., English) as instructional and interactional language as the
findings showed that the systematic flexible use of Turkish and English resulted in

improvement in scores in their experimental study.

A very recently published paper by Bozbiyik and Balaman (2023) provided new
insights for the role of translanguaging in maintaining intersubjectivity, in return creating
learning opportunities in a higher education context. Providing a CA examination of the
learners’ translanguaging practices in the undergraduate degree program in an English
medium instruction classroom in Turkiye, Bozbiylk and Balaman (2023) demonstrate how
learners navigate through Turkish, English, and a mutually intelligible invented language to
resolve their peer's understanding troubles. What is also interesting is that although the
lecturer pursues English-only policy, she strategically manages learners’ translanguaging

practices and in doing so creates learning opportunities.

Evidently, translanguaging will be on the agenda of language learning studies

considering the internationalization of educational settings. This study will also contribute to
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this line of research by providing the role of the teacher’s translingual practices in facilitating

language learning in a very young learner EFL classroom.

Embodiment: Gestures

Gestures, or embodied resources more generally, are an inseparable part of
classroom interaction as the entire body is put on the stage to gather learners’ attention and
to establish intersubjectivity. Therefore, classroom interaction is fundamentally embodied
(aus der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019), and teachers’ successful deployment of gestures in
the service of teaching/learning is a component of their classroom interactional competence
(Sert, 2015; Walsh, 2006) which is defined as “teachers’ and learners’ ability to use

interaction as a tool for mediating and assisting learning” (Walsh, 2011, p.158).

Various studies have demonstrated that gestures play a vital role in the
establishment of intersubjectivity (Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013; 2015; Majlesi, 2015), and
they are pervasive resources deployed in language classrooms for recalling and re-indexing
previously learned items (Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013, 2015), for vocabulary explanation
(Lazaraton, 2004; Taleghani-Nikazm, 2008; van Compernolle & Smotrova, 2014, 2017,
Sert, 2015) and for repairing a trouble (Mortensen, 2016; Seo & Koshik, 2010; Sert, 2017).
Gestures are mostly benefited by the language teachers to make their unknown turn
accessible for their learner, to elicit their contributions and in turn to facilitate participation
(Cekaite, 2008; Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013; 2015; aus der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019,
aus der Wieschen & Sert, 2021). Embodied resources also operate as a way of visual
scaffolding (Kanagy, 1999), especially for vocabulary explanation (aus der Wieschen &
Sert, 2021; Sert, 2015; Sert & Walsh, 2013) and foster learners’ engagement (Balaman,

2018b; Watanabe, 2016).

Due to their limited L2 knowledge, the novelty of a construction or a turn in L2 mostly
causes understanding problems in very young learner classrooms. Thus, teachers should

be aware that embodied actions have crucial potential in introducing English to very young
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learners (aus der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019). However, the research on gestures has
been predominantly on adult learners (aus der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019) and research
on young learners is scarce except for some studies conducted in various contexts. For
instance, the deployment of gestures (e.g., pointing) by the language teacher as a visual
scaffolding when the children have difficulty in comprehending L2 was displayed in
Kanagy’s (1999) study in a Japanese immersion classroom. She argues that young learners
rely on visual scaffolding in order to grasp what the teacher is saying when their L2
knowledge is not sufficient. A similar finding is also available in Sert’s (2017) paper which
explicates the use of gestures as an embodied explanation to facilitate learners’
understanding of a vocabulary item (see also Sert & Walsh, 2013). Bringing data from a
single case classroom interaction in a secondary school in TUrkiye, Sert (2017) illuminates
the synchronised deployment of gestures with the linguistic content in service for providing
visual scaffolding for an unknown vocabulary item. Sert (ibid) argues that teacher’s
deployment of gestures as an embodied explanation paved the way for the change in the
epistemic state of a learner who claimed his lack of knowledge. Bringing the learner’s use
of that vocabulary item 28 minutes later in the same class hour as the evidence of L2
learning, Sert (2017) argues that effective use of teacher gestures can promote student

understanding, thus it is highly related to teachers’ CIC.

Along with making turns accessible for the learners, gestures operate as a resource
for teachers to foster learners’ participation. Evidence for this argument is available in
Balaman’s (2018b) study in a very similar context to this thesis. Balaman (2018b)
documented the management of an interactional activity by a pre-service teacher with the
deployment of embodied actions during her practicum teaching. The repetitive and effective
use of embodied resources made the directives accessible for the learners who had no
initial L2 knowledge, and in return, the learners participated in the activity even though it

was their first encounter with EFL. Thus, Balaman (ibid) substantiated the crucial role of
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embodied resources in the management of the focal activity and engaging students in a

preschool L2 classroom.

Aus der Wieschen and Eskildsen (2019) were interested primarily in teachers’ and
learners’ use of gestures as a resource for learning and teaching, so they focused on how
young L2 learners achieve intersubjectivity with the use of locally anchored, embodied
resources in the form of gesture-talk connections. As students oriented to the teacher’s
embodied repair by returning the same gesture, aus der Wieschen and Eskildsen (2019)
especially deployed return gestures (de Fornel, 1992), which they define as “reciprocal
gestures employed by interactional co-participants to display ongoing listenership and
understanding; that is, a recipient’s response, a second speaker’s use of a gesture that
resembles or is identical to a gesture used by a first speaker in situ” (p.32). In addition, their
longitudinal data collected over two years from Danish EFL classrooms allowed them to
trace the occurrences of these gesture-talk connections over time and their sedimentation
in learners’ interactional repertoires to be used in later occasions. As a result, they found
that the gesture-talk connections established as a result of interactional work played a
significant role in occasioning learnables and teachables in a young learner EFL classroom.
Furthermore, they demonstrated that the embodied construct worked as a good strategy to
prompt students’ participation along with illustrating the meaning and the function of the
language. Therefore, they attracted attention to be aware of the teaching potentials of the

effective use of multimodal resources in young learner classrooms.

With their study on divergent language choices of third-grade Danish EFL students,
aus der Wieschen and Sert (2021) put forward an important implication for teaching English
to young learners with regard to the role of gestures in the elicitation of an L2 item. They
displayed how gestures work as an effective elicitation resource for L2 constructs especially
when combined with designedly incomplete utterances (DIUs) which are “designed as
incomplete utterances: either grammatically incomplete sentences, phrases, or individual

words to be continued, but not necessarily completed, by the student” (Koshik, 2002, p.
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288). They argued that DIUs and gesture combinations can enact as visual resources to
facilitate the use of L2 forms by students, which may ultimately promote language

development.

Against this background, gestures are evidently an integral part of interaction in
young learner classrooms as they play a pivotal role in meaning-making and facilitating
understanding for the learner with limited or no L2 knowledge. Exploring the interactional
data from very young learner perspectives, this thesis will also shed light on the role of

gestures in a very young learner EFL classroom in the Turkish context.

Student Initiatives

Language teachers use various interactional practices to increase students’
participation in classroom interaction, and their management of learners’ initiatives plays a

key role in fostering student participation and thereby creating learning opportunities.

Waring (2011) defines learner initiatives as any uninvited attempts made by the
learners to contribute to the ongoing interaction when they are not specifically nominated
as the next speaker or when they do not provide the expected response when they are
selected. Additionally, she also proposes three types of student initiatives; Type A: initiation
of a new sequence by the learners, Type B: volunteering a response, and Type C: exploiting
an assigned turn to initiate a sequence. The common point of all types is displaying

knowledge.

Learner initiatives have various functions evident in recent studies such as testing a
hypothesis, doing a joke, requesting confirmation and clarification, seeking or adding
information, showing and seeking understanding, initiating repair and correction, changing
and ongoing activity or proposing a new one, or to incorporate causal conversation into
classroom (Dolce & van Compernolle, 2020; Kaanta & Kasper, 2018; Waring, 2011).
According to Waring (2011) learner initiatives are as an important factor in promoting

learning and teachers’ management of learner initiatives can construct or obstruct learning
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opportunities. Accordingly, the link between the teachers’ management of learner initiatives
and creating learning opportunities has been a research interest (Bozbiyik & Can Daskin,
2022; Fagan, 2012; Garton, 2012; Jacknick, 2011; Kardas isler, Balaman & Sahin, 2019;

Sert, 2017; Waring, 2011).

The complex link between teachers’ management of learner initiatives and
generating learning opportunities was explicated in Sert’s (2017) study in a secondary
school in Tlrkiye. In his singe-case analysis of 45-minute classroom interaction in a 9%
grade EFL classroom, Sert (2017) illustrates the teacher’s successful management of a
knowledge gap initiated by a learner who solicits help for an unknown vocabulary item (i.e.,
each other). Managing this gap in knowledge through the use of embedded correction,
embodied repair, and embodied explanation (i.e., gestures) in prediction activities, the
teacher leads to a change in that student’s epistemic state, thus creating a learning
opportunity. Referring to learning as the changes in epistemic states, Sert (2017) also brings
evidence for language learning by documenting that particular learner's use of that
vocabulary item 28 minutes later in the same class hour. In his paper, Sert (2017) presents
the CA-based explication of a micro-moment of learning (Markee & Seo, 2009) and the
micro-longitudinal tracking of the learning evidence of a linguistic pattern, resulting from the
teacher’s successful management of a learner’s initiative. All these findings make Sert’s
paper highly relevant to this thesis aiming to explicate a particular learner’s learning of a
specific construction marked as an immediate learning object upon his claim of no
knowledge. However, it differs from Sert’'s study with respect to the longitudinal design
(three months period) and the management of learner initiatives, namely not being
managed by a teacher but, interestingly, managed by a peer in a very young learner

classroom.

Such a role of peers in resolving epistemic troubles is discussed in a recent paper
by Bozbiylk and Can Daskin (2022) in Turkish EFL classrooms when the teacher’s

response is observably insufficient to student initiatives. They found two different types of
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learner initiatives: providing a response when the learner initiative is responded with a lack
of knowledge by the language teacher and offering support in challenging the teacher’s
response to the learner initiative. Arguing that the possibility of missed learning
opportunities which may result from the teacher’s insufficient management of student
initiatives can be converted into learning opportunities with the involvement of peers, they
clearly reveal the role of peers in managing the interactional activity in teacher fronted L2
classrooms and creating learning opportunities. Their study has a direct relevance to this
thesis in terms of displaying the role of a peer in resolving knowledge-related troubles in
whole-class interaction as well as the dynamic nature of classroom interaction despite the
difference in the context. Still, how peers contribute to creating learning opportunities when
the interactional trajectory is shaped by a learner is an under-researched area (Bozbiyik &

Can Daskin, 2022).

The relationship between teachers’ management of learner initiatives and fostering
active participation in a young learner classroom was a research interest for Kardas isler et
al. (2019) who conducted a study at the primary school level in Turkiye. They discussed
that when the learner initiatives were managed by the teacher through the deployment of
various resources such as reformulation, counter questioning, hinting, DIU and explicit
positive assessment, other students can be encouraged to initiate and contribute to the

classroom discourse.

Considering the findings of these studies, learner initiatives have a great potential to
create learning opportunities when they are successfully and strategically managed by
language teachers. Student initiatives can also be common in very young learner EFL
classrooms especially when they have knowledge-related troubles due to their limited or no
knowledge of L2 or because of their tendency to be more willing to display their knowledge.
However, such initiatives can be occasionally regarded as a misbehaviour by the language
teachers in very young learner classrooms in which learners are expected to follow some

classroom norms to participate and contribute to classroom interaction. Keeping all this in
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mind, this study will provide new insights into learner initiatives by bringing data from a

kindergarten EFL classrooms EFL classroom.
Studies on Turkish (Very) Young Learner Classrooms

Teaching English as a foreign language to (very) young learners in Turkiye does not
have a long history. It was first introduced as a compulsory course in the public primary
schools from the 4™ grade to 8" grade in 1997 when the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE) extended the compulsory education to eight years. Another revision was made in
2012 by MoNE in the national education system in 2012 with the introduction of a three-tier
model including 4-year primary education, 4-year secondary education and 4-year high
school education. In return, the curriculum was changed, and the onset of foreign language
education was lowered to 2" grade in state schools. Since then, scholars have paid
increased attention to exploring young learner classrooms in Turkiye from different
perspectives such as grammar teaching (e.g., Goksu, 2014), language assessment (e.g.,
Ugok Atasoy, 2019), learners’/teachers’ attitudes and perceptions (e.g., Glirsoy, Korkmaz
& Damar, 2013; Kalsim, 2022; Kayhan, 2021; Muhammetnurova, 2022; Sener, 2017),
learner/teacher motivation (e.g., Asmali, 2017; Bahar, 2018; Tastekin, 2020; Zeyrek, 2019;)
the use of specific teaching method/ technique and material (e.g.,Tastekin, 2020,
Vatansever, 2021, Yumurtaci, 2019), program or coursebook evaluation (e.g., Dogru, 2022;
Gungdr, 2020), online education (e.g., Yuksel Alper, 2022) teacher education (e.g., Géngor,
2016). Furthermore, young learner vocabulary teaching has been a research interest mostly
in experimental studies (e.g., Celik, 2015; Cil, 2020, Dogan, 2021; Isik Khan, 2023; Oznar,
2022; Tarakgioglu & Tungarslan, 2014; Vatansever, 2021; Yumurtaci, 2019), and they have
a direct relevance to this thesis aiming at documenting L2 construction learning in a

kindergarten classroom from a micro analytic perspective.

To start with, Tarak¢ioglu and Tuncgarslan (2014) investigated the role of short
stories in vocabulary teaching in a Turkish preschool classroom. In their experimental study,

they involved randomly selected 28 pre-schoolers aged 3-4. The target vocabulary items
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were taught both to experimental and control groups in 7 weeks and a pre-post-test design
was implemented to determine the recall rate of the learners. They observed that the
learners in the experimental group in which short stories and story-based activities were
used recalled more words compared to the control group. As a result, they argued that a
short story-based syllabus provided a meaningful and enjoyable way of vocabulary teaching
in very young learner classrooms. In a similar vein, with a very recent study, Isik Khan
(2023) examined young learners’ L2 vocabulary learning through reading storybooks. In the
experimental study, she particularly focused on the target word recognition of thirteen 5th-
grade students who were involved in an online extensive reading program consisting of
interactive digital materials. The target vocabulary list was determined with the pre-test
design and a post-test was implemented after ten reading sessions to assess the students’
recognition levels of the target words and examination of the quantitative data documented

the students’ higher levels of vocabulary recognition.

In a similar context to this thesis, Kimsesiz, Dolguns6z & Konca (2017) investigated
the effectiveness of vocabulary teaching to preschool children (age 5-6) through Project
Based Learning (PBL) from a longitudinal design. At first, they conducted an online survey
with 150 kindergarten language teachers to define the traditional techniques used in
vocabulary teaching and the rate of PLB use in Turkiye. They found that the kindergarten
teachers mostly use coursebooks, games, Total Physical Response, songs, flashcards and
animations and the rate of PLB is minimum (3%). Later, they divided 28 preschoolers
randomly into experimental and control groups and 8-week PBL instruction was
implemented in the experimental group while the control group was taught with traditional
techniques by the same language teacher. Their findings showed that PBL provided more
effective EFL vocabulary teaching for preschool language learners who were observed to

have been more active in PBL classes.

Taking a different routine, Kalayci (2020) focused on how previously taught words

were revised in a 2" grade EFL classroom. Adopting conversation analysis as the research
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methodology, Kalayci (ibid) documented the interactional patterns of vocabulary revision
with the analysis of video-recorded data collected from a private language school in Turkiye.
She argued that vocabulary revision was mostly practised by the language teacher by
referencing to the past learning events (Can Dagkin, 2017) in the initiation of the main
activity or a new topic. This was a strategic teacher practice to define the students’ learning
state of previously studied words and to use a dialogic approach for the vocabulary
explanation. While explicating how vocabulary teaching is interactionally organized in a
young learner classroom, Kalayci also documented the linguistic, embodied and visual
resources deployed in the vocabulary revision, and in return provided implications for
teaching vocabulary to young learners and L2 CIC. According to Kalayci (2020), classroom-
based research conducted in young learner classrooms is limited and this limitation is even
bigger when the number of CA studies is considered. Such a gap was also stressed in
Cimen and Bal Gezegin’s (2021) paper reviewing the thesis written on teaching English to
young learners in Turkiye after the onset of teaching English to young learners was lowered
to the 2" grade. In the light of the available research on teaching English to young learners
in the Turkish context, Cimen and Bal Gezegin touched upon some important issues. First
of all, they stressed the importance of diversifying the research methodologies and
conducting more case studies, action research or conversation analytic research (see also
Atay, 2022, and Balaman, 2018b) considering their scarcity in the Turkish context.
Secondly, they pointed out the lack of longitudinal studies and the importance of conducting
research in diverse geographical regions in Turkiye. In addition, they stressed the necessity
of video/audio-recorded classroom interactions to gain a deeper understanding of real
classroom interaction and teaching practices. Finally, they called for increasing the number

of studies in the kindergarten classrooms.

Against this background, this study will contribute to the available literature as being

the first longitudinal CA study on L2 construction learning with the analysis of video-
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recorded naturally occurring classroom data gathered from a kindergarten classroom in the

northern part of Turkiye.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the emergence of CA-SLA as an independent field of inquiry to
language learning was introduced, and then the conceptualization of learning within CA-
SLA was discussed in the light of research studies including the ones specifically concerned
with L2 grammar in-and-for interaction. This was followed by the description of the
interactional organization of (very) young learner classroom was described in terms of the
interactional routines, role of L1 and translanguaging, gestures and learner initiatives all of
which have a direct relevance to the research setting in this paper. To provide more insights
into the research setting, the participants, the classroom context, and the research

methodology will be detailed in the following methodology chapter.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

This chapter presents the methodological details of the thesis. First, the research
context will be introduced concerning the participants involved in the study. Then the ethical
procedure and the data collection process will be detailed. This will be followed by a
description of the data transcription and building collection processes. Finally, Conversation
Analysis (CA) will be introduced to explain the data analysis procedures, and validity and

reliability issues will be discussed.

Research Context and Participants

Before detailing the research context, it would be necessary to explain a number of
factors affected the selection of the kindergarten classroom as the research context. One
of them is the Covid-19 pandemic which had a great impact on not only health but also the
education all around the world. Before the data collection started, the schools were closed
in TUrkiye due to the health precautions because of the Covid-19 pandemic, and the
distance education process started all around the country. However, kindergarten
classrooms were the exceptional groups continued to have instructions in face-to-face
classrooms. Another reason was the accessibility of the research context for the researcher
as she planned to participate personally in the data collection process to bring an
ethnomethodological insight into the data collection by observing all the classes and taking
field notes. Considering the geographical proximity, availability at a given time, as well as
the participants’ willingness to participate in the research led the researcher to follow the
convenience sampling procedure for the determination of the research context. Therefore,
the data was collected from an ‘English as Foreign Language’ classroom in a private
kindergarten classroom in the northern part of Turkiye. The school started in September
and ended in January. In the year of data collection (2021), the students were grouped into

four considering their age: one 3-year-old group, two 4-year-old groups and one 5-6-year-
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old group. Each group had one hour of English class daily from Monday to Thursday, and
all the groups were taught by the same language teacher. The 5-6-year-old group with 15
students were included in this research project considering the technical opportunities of
the classroom to collect data, the language teacher’s schedule and the number of students

attending the class during the Covid-19 pandemic.

All the students were grown up in Turkiye, spoke Turkish, and learned English as a
foreign language, and they had the same proficiency level in English (zero beginner) without
any L2 background. There was no balance in the classroom regarding gender; the number
of female students was higher than that of male students. The class had 15 students in
total, but the number of students was not stable during the data collection process because
of the Covid-19 pandemic. At the time of data collection, there was a mask mandate in
Turkiye; therefore, all participants, including the kindergarten students, wore face masks.
Face to face interaction was at the core of the teaching/learning process in this EFL
classroom, and each class usually started with a question-and-answer interactional routine.
Therefore, the students were generally seated in a U-shaped arrangement facing the
teacher. The chairs were portable and arranged accordingly when they played games,

danced, or engaged in similar physical activities.

The English language teacher (TEA) was born and raised in Germany. She was
multilingual, speaking German and Turkish as native languages, and English and Spanish
as foreign languages. She had a bachelor's degree at department of early childhood
education from a state university in TUrkiye. She also had an ESL certificate and three years

of teaching experience with very young learners.

The content of each class was predetermined by the language teacher at the
beginning of each semester, and the parents were informed weekly. They repetitively
covered the same topics at the beginning of each class with the same routine questions,

which were summarized in Table 1 below.
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Table 1

Interactional Routines and Routine Questions

Topics Routine question

Personal information e What's your family name?
e Where are you from?
e How old are you?

Colours

e What is your favourite colour?
School e Who is missing today?

e What's your school’'s name?

e Who is your best friend?

e Who is your teacher?
Weather conditions e How is the weather today?
Feeling adjectives e How are you today?

e How do you feel today?
Clothes e What are you wearing today?
Food and Drinks e What's your favourite food?

e Doyou like X?
e What did you eat for lunch today?

Family e How many people are there in your
family?
e Do you have a sister/ brother etc?
Animals e Do you have a pet?
e Doyou like X?
Free time activities e Do you like X/ doing X?
Activities e What is she/he doing?
Rooms e Where is your mother /father etc?

As is the case in most very young learner classrooms, songs, nursery rhymes and
flashcards were mostly utilized, especially in vocabulary teaching by the language teacher.
While dancing and songs were used as opening and closing ceremonies, they were also
tools for vocabulary teaching, such as for body parts, action verbs etc. Additionally, toys,
puppets, and realia such as fruit, stethoscope, etc., were used as supplementary materials
by the teacher in line with the topic of the class. Chinese whisper, musical chairs, board
games, and some other invented competitive games were played as a part of the class to

practice the vocabulary playfully.

As for the language of the classroom, English was mainly used as the classroom
language by the language teacher, while students mostly spoke their mother tongue
(Turkish). Although the data set included many cases in which the language teacher

explicitly performed language policing (Amir & Musk, 2013), English-only was not the rule
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in this classroom. Because the language teacher occasionally enacted translanguaging for
classroom management, vocabulary explanation, or to give instructions for a novel activity,
it is safe to say that the language teacher had a flexible position concerning language

alteration in this very young learner classroom.

In brief, classroom interaction was at the centre of foreign language learning in this
very young EFL classroom. Therefore, the primary purpose of this research project is to
explore the potential learning opportunities that can arise when learners engage in

classroom interaction. To fulfil this goal, the following research questions were constructed.

Research Questions

The main purpose of this thesis is to explore the learning opportunities that can
emerge from classroom interaction considering not only language teachers but also the
students can manage the classroom interaction in the service of their teaching/learning.
This argument results from the unmotivated looking of naturally occurring classroom data,
and the evidence for that argument will be provided in the light of following research

questions.
1. How do the teacher facilitate L2 construction learning in a very young learner classroom?

1.1. What are the interactional resources that the teacher deploys in creating

learning opportunities in a very young learner classroom?

1.2. In what ways do the teacher interactional resources facilitate the L2 construction

learning in a kindergarten classroom?

2. How do language learners create learning opportunities in a very young learner EFL

classroom?

2.1. How does resolving an understanding problem lay the ground for learning

opportunities in a very young learner EFL classroom?
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2.2. How do language learners’ L2 construction learning become observable in

interactional data in a kindergarten EFL classroom?

2.3. What interactional resources do language learners employ in the service of

adding a specific construction into their L2 repertoire?

Research-informed answers to these questions will be provided by exploring the
participants’ own perspectives using CA as the research methodology. In doing so, there
are certain ethical procedures that must be followed meticulously as the study involves
human participants, especially 5-6-year-old children. These ethical considerations will be

detailed first before describing the data collection process.

Ethical Consideration

The data for this research project was gathered through video recordings so there
may be instances that might reveal the 5-6-year-old participants’ identities and personal
information; therefore, the ethical concerns are of utmost important (Jenks, 2011; Mondada,
2013). To conduct this research, the researcher needed to first obtain ethical approval from
the local committee based in the university. Accordingly, this study was granted with ethical

clearance from Hacettepe University Ethical Commission (Appendix F).

With the clearance received, the researcher personally made an initial contact with
the administrators and the language teacher in order to inform them about the aim of the
project. All the staff and the parents were asked to read and sign the consent forms
prepared in Turkish to ensure comprehension and informing them about the research
project, the confidentiality of the data, their right to withdraw whenever they want as well as
requesting their confirmation for their permission and participation. The researcher’s contact
details were also given to answer any possible questions directed by the school staff and
the parents. The participants were also ensured that their identities would not be disclosed
at any circumstances. Their faces would be blurred/covered via visual editing tools, and

their names would be pseudonymized.
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The students included in the extracts in the Analysis chapter were abbreviated as
follows: Teacher (TEA), Eliz Gamze (ELG), Merve (MER), Balasu (BAL), Kira¢g (KIR), Betl
(BET), Ahlat Yagiz (AHY), Berat (BER), Ferda (FER), Arel (ARL), Alya (ALY), Cagan (CAG),
Zeren (ZER), Ozge (OZG), and SSs is used to mention simultaneous talk by more than one

student.

Upon their declaration to voluntarily participate in the research project, the data

collection process started with the procurement of the necessary equipment.

Data Collection

Before starting the data collection, the classroom environment was visited in
advance to locate the cameras, and to do the necessary preparation for the data collection.
The researcher also contacted the school staff and the language teacher to gather more
information about the students and courses before starting the data collection. Once the
necessary preparation was made in the classroom setting and the participants’ willingness
was authorized, the data collection procedure began on 1%t of March 2021 and lasted over

nine weeks. The detailed process of data collection is provided in Table 2 below.

Table 2

Data Collection process

Data Collection Timeline

Date Week Duration (minutes)
1stMarch 1st Week 47 min,
2" March 50 min
39 March 52 min
4t March 55 min
8th March 2nd Week 41 min
9t March 56 min
10" March 52 min
11t March 44 min
15" March 3 Week 52 min
16" March 47 min
17t March 48 min
18" March 47 min
227 March 4th Week 53 min
23 March 51 min

24t March No class
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25t March 45 min
29 March 5t Week 53 min
30t March 53 min
31st March 51 min
1st April 52 min
5t April 6t Week 57 min
6t April 50 min
7t April 53 min
8t April 48 min
12t April 7th Week 51 min
13t April 55 min
14 April 51 min
15t April No class
19t April 8th Week 53 min
20t April 50 min
215t April 46 min
22 April 51 min
26t April 9t Week 52 min
271 April 51 min
28t April 50 min
29t April No class
Total 9 Weeks 1667 Minutes

Considering that the available CA-based studies conducted in young learner
contexts with a particular classroom where the focus is on one teacher or in a specific
student have contributed to our understanding of the relation between the classroom
interaction and L2 development, focusing on one single classroom with one teacher does
not cause any validity problem as it does not aim to compare the skills of participants in
different contexts nor generalize the findings. Instead, drawing on the unigueness of each
individual learner and the classroom context, the general aim is to provide a detailed
description of the actions accomplished by the participants in a multi-party, very young
learner classroom and draw conclusions for their L2 development on a longitudinal basis.
In line with this aim, the data was collected over two months from 1%t of March to 29" of April
2021. According to Seedhouse (2004), a database of five to ten hours is generally
considered reasonable to make a generalization and draw a conclusion, therefore, the 9-

week video recording constitutes a reasonable database for this research project.

For the analysis of video-recorded data, multimodal conversation analysis will be used to

capture the nonverbal behaviours of the learners because they play a vital role in meaning
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making especially in kindergarten classrooms. As will be evident in the data, the deployment
of embodied resources is inevitable for language teachers for many reasons such as
providing visual scaffolding (Kanagy, 1999) or explaining vocabulary (aus der Wieschen &
Sert, 2021; Sert, 2015; Sert & Walsh, 2013) fostering learners’ engagement (Balaman,
2018b; Watanabe, 2016). Relatedly, using more than one camera is important considering
that a single view can significantly limit or even make it impossible to examine the action of
interest although there may be situations which necessitate the simultaneous recording of
the activities of the participants. This is highly crucial in very young learner classrooms
which include a lot of interrupted and overlapping speech as well as the students’ tendency
to move around the class. Keeping this in mind, two video cameras located in different
positions were used to capture all the interactional details and the multimodal resources
employed in the classroom interaction. While one of the cameras was positioned at the back
of the classroom to record the teacher and another one was placed at the front of the
classroom to record the students without interfering in the learning and teaching
environment. Note that the cameras were not fixed, and they were relocated by the
researcher when necessary. The researcher personally attended the data collection
process to make observations and take field notes to support the analysis as well as to
solve any possible technical problems immediately. Accordingly, the availability of the
researcher during the classroom interaction also provided the ethomethodological insight

to the data analysis.

The data collection was ended on 29" of April, and a total of 33 classroom hours
were recorded over nine weeks. Upon the completion of the data collection, the transcription
process started, and the following section will present how the data transcribed and the

collection was built.
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Transcribing the Data

Transcription is the orthographic representation of data, and constitutes the basis of
the analysis (Sert, 2015). Transcripts are the practical means of capturing and presenting
the phenomena of interest in written form (ten Have, 2007). To conduct a CA analysis,
naturally occurring data need to be transcribed first in order to help the analyst to see the
complex nature of talk (Liddicoat, 2007). The importance of transcripts is also asserted by
Jenks as “transcripts are particularly helpful in conducting research in that they provide a
level of detail that is nearly impossible to account for whilst listening and/or watching a
recording of communication in real time” (Jenks, 2011, p.5). With the aim of detailed
exploration and description of the orderly practices of learners’ action (Hepburn & Bolden,
2013) in a very young learner classroom interaction, the mostly known and commonly used
transcription system adopted from Gail Jefferson (2004) and Lorenza Mondada’s (2018)
were utilized in the multimodal transcription of the data (see Appendix A -B for transcription

conventions).

As the transcription of the data is at the core of the analysis (Hutchby & Wooffitt,
2008), the steps of the transcription process should be described in detail. First of all,
archiving the data was vital for the chronological order of the recording to allow for the
longitudinal tracking of learners’ L2 development. Thus, each recording was given a code
for identification, such as 15 03 ES/EM. In this title, the 15 stands for the day of the
recording while 03 frames for the month, and ES or EM stands for the camera captured the
recording. Finally, the minutes and the seconds were added right after the month of the

recording to show the starting and ending time of the extracts (e.g., 15 03 05:03_ES).

After labelling each recording, they were orthographically transcribed. This process
lasted almost three months as the data involved a lot of noise, interruptions, and overlapping
talk. Next, all the recordings were watched repeatedly, and the initial less detailed
transcription was performed in Transana Software using basic Jeffersonian notation. After

watching the data with an unmotivated looking perspective and going through the simplified
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transcriptions numerous times, the researchers took notes of some recurrent cases with
initial observations. Then, young learners’ self-initiated L2 productions involving certain
constructions were identified as the phenomenon to be investigated for this research
project. After collecting all the cases, the whole dataset was investigated retrospectively to
track the chronological occurrence of the emergent constructions, and these cases were
transcribed in detail including all the multimodal aspects of interaction. Finally, the collection
including learners’ self-initiated L2 productions was gathered as detailed in the following

section.

Constructing the Collection

Before describing how the collection was constructed in detail, it should be noted
that transcription of the data and building collection lasted almost 6 months as the data was
gathered from a very young learner classroom. The data included a lot of interrupted or
overlapping talk, and the students made a lot of noise as they were playing a game or
competing. Moreover, they usually jumped and moved around the classroom or talked to
their peers, which led the teacher to enact classroom management measures in many
cases. Therefore, such dynamics in this very young learner classroom made the
transcription process quite challenging and demanding for the researcher, and this can be
one of the limitations of the study.

Watching the whole 33 hours of recordings numerous times with an unmotivated
looking, students’ self-initiations including some certain constructions, given in Table 3
below, were found intriguing especially for a beginner level class. All these cases were
gathered, and they constituted the main collection. When the dataset was examined
retrospectively to collect all the cases for each construction, it was found that each
construction poses a unique longitudinal trajectory. All the recurrent constructions together

with the number of cases are given in Table 3 below.
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Table 3

Occurrences of the construction in the dataset

Self-initiated L2 Production

Construction Cases Construction Cases
e Dangerous 5 cases e missed it 2 cases
e Oh my good 8 cases ¢ Serious 5 cases
¢ Healthy 4 cases e Surprised 4 cases
e My turn 3 cases e Broccoli 5 cases
o Little bit 24 cases e Colourful 2 cases
¢ Me too 23 cases ¢ In the 17 cases
e Stingy 8 cases e Very very 6 cases
¢ Ring the bell 2 cases
Total 118 cases

Among them, the constructions me too and little bit involved the cases enabling
retrospectively tracing back to the moments when they were treated as learning
opportunities by the teacher and three different students, thus allowing for the longitudinal
tracking of three learners’ L2 development over time with respect to these constructions.
Therefore, the extracts demonstrating the occurrences of little bit (24 cases) and me too (23
cases) constituted two sub-collections for this study. The sub-collections were divided into
two categories regarding the agent of the initiation of the learning opportunities. Namely,
while the construction of little bit was marked as an emergent object by the language
teacher, me too was marked as a learning object by two different learners by claiming their
lack of knowledge. That is why, the first sub-collection was labelled as teacher initiated L2
construction learning (see Section 4.1) while the other was named as learner initiated L2
construction learning (see Section 4.2), and they will be examined in two different sections

in the following chapter.

Within the first sub-collection, 5 extracts were involved in the study to track the
development of a particular student’s (ELG) developing L2 trajectory with respect to the
construction of little bit. Other cases that do not involve ELG’s participation but still showing
the deployment of the construction by the language teacher were summarized in Table 4 in

the analytic chapter to provide a complete picture. As for the second sub-collection,
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including two different learners’ L2 development with respect to the same construction (me
too), the cases of only one learner were included. In total, 9 extracts were involved in this
study to bring evidence to the L2 development of two different learners in a very young
learner EFL classroom. To do this, CA was adopted as the research methodology since its
data-driven nature allows for explicating participants’ own perspective. Thus, prior to the
analysis of these excerpts, the methodological underpinnings of Conversation Analysis will

be described in the following section.

Conversation Analysis

Conversation analysis is a well-established research methodology to examine and
understand talk as the basic component of human social life (Sidnell, 2010). Rooted from
Garfinkel's (1964, 1967) ethnomethodology, CA was pioneered as a naturalistic
observational discipline in the early of 1960s by the sociologists Harvey Sacks and Emanuel
A. Schegloff for the formal and empirical examination of the details of social action
(Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). To do this, CA centralizes the naturally occurring data to
document the participants social actions thanks to the fine-grained analysis. CA has its own
principles (Seedhouse, 2005) making it a strictly empirical analytic approach for the data-
driven exploration of the participants perspective (i.e., emic perspective) having its own
principles. The first principle reflects the inherent ordered structure and systematicity of talk
at all points of interaction. In other words, each point of talk is structured in an order at all
points of interaction. This ordered structure is constructed with the building blocks of
interaction such as turn taking, repair, preference, and sequence organization (Seedhouse
& Walsh, 2010) to establish an intersubjective understanding within a specific context. This
intersubjectivity is not only shaped by the context (context-shaped) but also shapes it with
the contributions of interactant (context-renewing). That places the context at the core of
meaning making process because the mutual understanding occurs in the context in which
the meaning is co-constructed through interactants’ making sense of each other's

contributions. This collaborative sense making in a turn lays the ground for the next
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contribution, so the intersubjectivity is maintained as the interaction flows. Accordingly, the
second principle of CA reflects the interdependent relation between context and

intersubjectivity.

The third principle is connected to the systematicity of talk which is constructed with
all details of interaction. Therefore, “no order of detail can be dismissed a priori as
disorderly, accidental, or irrelevant” (Heritage, 1984a, p. 241). Such an obsession for the
importance of any kind of details in contributing and shaping the analysis reflects the micro
analytic nature of CA analysis, which can be captured by merits of the highly detailed
transcript system. The transcription of the data does not refer only to orthographic
representation of talk, it also for the exploration of granularity of talk such as gestures,
pauses, elongation, prosody etc., all of which have a direct effect in meaning-making and
maintaining intersubjectivity. The robustness and empirical root of CA comes from the fourth
principle as CA offers bottom-up and data-driven analysis. No exogenous theories are
needed to inform the analysis because CA aims to document the emic perspective without
the interference of researcher’s preconceived assumptions or categories such as identities,
gender, race, age etc. Such details are involved in the analysis only if they are made
relevant or oriented by the participants themselves. In brief, each second of data is
constructed by the participants’ collaborative actions and CA does not make a space for the
interference of exogenous theories or presumptions of the researchers, that is CA allows
data to speak for the participants and offers next-turn-proof procedure (Seedhouse, 2004).
as the analytic tool to bring evidence for all observable actions of the participants. As the
name suggests, next-turn-proof-procedure is the exploration of the proofs of interactants’
actions in the relatedness of two turns. That is, the meaning-making results from the two
turns’ dependant relevancy at a talk. Such interrelatedness between turns at a talk allows
the analysis of actions not only for the interactants but also for the analyst (Seedhouse &

Walsh, 2010).
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The systematic succession the of interaction is constructed through turn-taking
mechanism including two main components: Turn constructional Unit (TCU) and Transition
Relevance Places (TRPs). Turn constructional unit (TCU) can be any recognizable coherent
utterances in the form of sentences, clauses, phrases even individual words in a given
context (Clayman, 2013). As a turn can involve multiple TCUs (Sidnell, 2010), or a single
utterance, it can be also constructed nonverbally (ten Have, 2007). Within turn-taking
mechanism, a natural space is created in the completion points of TCU which allows the
other interactant to take the turn. that allocating the turn to another speaker. This projectable
end of TCU is labelled as transition relevance places (TRPs). As the succession of turn
taking mechanism is provided with the TCUs and TPR, adjacently paired turns, namely
adjacency pairs, are constructed as the basic building-blocks of intersubjectivity (Heritage,
1984a) and they come from the necessary connectedness of two turns. In other words,
interactants actions are paired, and the first pair part (FPP) necessitates the second pair
part (SPP) as is the case in questions and answers or offer and acceptance. However,
being adjacently paired does not mean occurring successively. The basic sequence formed
by an adjacency pair can be expanded and this expansion can be in the form of inserting a
turn right before the first pair (pre-expansion), between first pair and the second pair (insert

expansion) or after the second pair (post expansion).

The construction of the adjacency pairs paves the way of preference organization,
which refers to the occurrence of the next action in line with the first one. For instance, when
a request is formed as the first pair part, acceptance is preferred as the next action
(preferred action) rather than declination of it (dispreferred action). While preferred actions
are delivered without hesitations or delays, dispreferred actions are often accompanied with
hesitation or delay and they are generally mitigated with an explanation of an excuse

(Seedhouse, 2004).

Understanding how turns are constructed and when they are expanded to organize

interactional sequences provide us to explore what the participants are doing in and through
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interaction (Sidnell & Stivers, 2013). That necessitates the understanding of how the
sequences are organized in the interaction. Sequences operate as the vehicles to
accomplish actions in an interaction and the coherent, orderly, meaningful succession of
actions in a turn-at-talk is known as sequence organization. It is another type of sequential
organization which refers to “the relative positioning of utterances or actions” (Schegloff,
2007, p.2). Thus, sequential organization is a general term encompassing the sequence

organization, turn taking and overall structural organization.

Along with the turn-taking, preference and sequence organization, repair is another
analytic tool CA offers to understand how interactants solve interactional troubles to gain
mutual understanding. Troubles can be caused from any problems in speaking, hearing, or
understanding and everything can be repaired in interaction (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks,
1977). Sometimes interactants can realise the trouble and repair it themselves or in other
cases a trouble can be marked by another interactant who also offers the solution.
Accordingly, the initiation and the resolution of interactional troubles create four types of
repairs: self-initiated self-repair, self-initiated other-repair, other-initiated self-repair and
other-initiated other-repair. In interaction, the interactants repairing their interactional
troubles (self-initiated-self-repair) are more preferred than other’s repairing them (other-

initiated other-repair) (Seedhouse, 2004).

Overall, CA offers turn-taking, repair, preference, and sequence organisation as the
basic analytic tools to document the interactants collaborative accomplishment of social
actions. Thanks to the analytic procedure(next-turn-proof-procedure) which allows to bring
sequential evidence for the interactants’ actions, no space is allowed for a priori theories or

assumptions to influence the analysts’ interpretations.

Mentioned before CA is obsessed with all interactional details of a talk and uses
fine-grained transcription system to capture all verbal and nonverbal details to provide a

robust way of understanding interactional phenomena. Accordingly, the transcription
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process which will be briefly mentioned below is utmost importance for the correct analysis

of the data.

For CA practitioners, the first step is recording naturally occurring interactions as the
primary data. This is followed by the repeated watching or listening of the recordings to be
familiar with the data right before initiating the transcription process. The data is initially
transcribed orthographically and then detailed with using special notations. The analyst
approaches the data with an unmotivated looking procedure to identify the emergence of
any phenomena (ten Have, 2007) and investigate the data without being influenced by any
a priori assumptions, conceptualizations, theories, or hypotheses (Schegloff, 2007). When
a particular phenomenon emerges from the data, the analyst gathers the further instances

to construct a collection.

Overall, exclusively focusing on the micro-details of naturally occurring interaction,
CA is a robust research methodology to explore and describe the participants’ social
actions. As it allows for a highly empirical investigation of naturally occurring data to
examine the participants’ own perspectives, it provides a reliable and valid investigation of
participants’ social actions in and through social interaction. Defining classroom as a social
context on its own right, documenting the specific strategies used by teachers and learners
to facilitate learning can only be possible with a micro-analytic approach to classroom
interaction (Seedhouse & Walsh, 2010). Against that backdrop, CA will constitute the
methodological basis of this thesis to bring data-driven and empirical evidence for L2
learning by exploring the interactional practices of the teacher and learners from their own
perspective. Before moving the data analysis, the validity and reliability issues will be

discussed to provide a better understanding of CA analysis for classroom interaction.

Validity and Reliability

CA is an empirical research methodology due to its emphasis on observable

evidence. All the claims are based on evidence unearthed using the analytic tools such as
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next-turn-proof-procedure, sequence organization, turn design, turn taking, and repair. The
detailed transcription system allows for the documentation of all micro details of talk
including visual aspects, suprasegmentals and temporality, all of which contribute to reveal
the emic perspective. Approaching the data from a micro-analytic perspective rather than
theory-driven top-down macro approaches, CA offers a highly reliable and valid analysis of
naturally occurring data. Moreover, CA studies “make transparent the process of analysis
for the reader” as it does not only make the data but also the analysis observable to the

reader (Seedhouse, 2005, p.179).

In CA analysis, all claims must be based on the interactional details demonstrated
in the data, and no prior assumptions or claims are allowed to interfere the analysis.
Therefore, CA studies inherently have internal validity as claims cannot be made “beyond
what is demonstrated by the interactional detail without destroying the emic perspective and

hence the whole validity of the enterprise” (Seedhouse, 2005, p.180).

To ensure the reliability of the data analysis, data sessions also play a crucial role.
In these sessions, CA researchers gather to study the data while taking into account all of
the micro-details presented in the data. They then share their analysis and support it with
evidence based on the next-turn-proof procedure. Accordingly, some of the extracts in this
study were presented in the online data sessions organized by the Micro Analysis Network
at Hacettepe University to obtain analytic comments and feedback from experts of the field.
Furthermore, the data and the analytic procedure were reported to the committee members
at the end of each academic terms. Also, the preliminary findings were presented in Digital
Meeting for Conversation Analysis (DMCA) 2022 Conference (Tozlu Kilig, 2022), and
diverse invaluable analytic comments were gathered from distinguished CA researchers.
Therefore, the analytic comments and post-analytic discussions and some other findings
gathered from the data sessions, conference presentations, publication and thesis meetings
were confirmed, enriched, and used to finalize the analysis, and in return contributed to the

validity and reliability of the analysis in this research project.
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Summary of the Chapter

This chapter was organized to explain the methodological basis of the thesis for the
full understanding of the data analysis to be provided in the following chapter. First of all,
research context and participants were introduced to give the details of very young learner
classroom as a social context. Following this, the research questions were presented to
underline aim of the thesis and the ethical procedure was detailed to describe how the
confidentiality of the data and the participants were ensured. After describing the data
collection procedure, the transcription process of the data and the constructing collection
were detailed. After that, the rationale behind adopting CA as the research methodology
was presented by explaining the analytical perspective and the tools of CA. Finally, the
validity and reliability issued were detailed to lay the ground for the empirical analysis of the

data as will be explicated in the following chapter.
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Chapter 4

Analysis

As discussed in the previous chapter, language learning is conceptualized the
change in learners’ social practices resulting from their socially disturbed cognition and their
language behaviour is the observable reflection of their changing actions in interaction. In
any seconds of interaction, a learning opportunity can be created by the interactants as they
are co-constructing meaning, repairing an interactional trouble or claiming no knowledge
etc. Moreover, evidence for language learning is also hidden in the minute-by-minute details
of their turn-at-talk. Against this background, this chapter is designed to provide empirical
data-led evidences for these arguments with the longitudinal conversational analysis of
naturally occurring data. The cases to be examined in the scope of this chapter derived
from a larger collection with the prospective and retrospective examination of the entire
dataset repeatedly. Among the main collection consisting of all the cases demonstrating the
learners’ self-initiated L2 productions, the cases of two specific constructions (little bit and
me too) were involved in the analysis as they allowed for the traceability of the learners’
developmental progress over time. Accordingly, the analytic chapter is designed in two
sub-sections. The first section was labelled as teacher initiated L2 construction learning
regarding the emergence of a construction (little bit) as an immediate learning object by the
language teacher. Additionally, some cases in the collection demonstrated how that
construction sediment in a particular learner’s (ELG) L2 repertoire over time through the
teacher’s strategic deployment of certain interactional resources to facilitate the learning of
the construction.

The second section was labelled as learner initiated L2 construction learning
considering the emergence of a learning opportunity upon a particular learner’s (BER) claim
of no knowledge for the construction (me too). with the chronological examination of 6
representative cases, the analysis will document the gradual sedimentation of the

constitution into the focal learner’s (BER) L2 repertoire.
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In brief, this chapter will present empirical evidence for L2 learning by documenting
the progressive changes in two students’ learning behaviours in a kindergarten EFL

classroom.

Teacher Initiated L2 Construction Learning

Teachers generally have predetermined pedagogical goals or plans, and they frame
the interactional organisation in language classroom accordingly to fulfil their pedagogical
agenda. Classroom interaction can be more structured in teacher-fronted kindergarten
classrooms as language teachers have to manage the balance between classroom

management and pedagogical activities.

On the other hand, with their successful management, language teacher can
generate immediate learning opportunities in an ongoing interaction because classroom
interaction is so rich in itself that every moment can be turned into a potential learning
opportunity. Taking this argument as the starting point, this section is designed to provide
empirical evidence for the intricate relationship between classroom interaction and
generating learning opportunities with the detailed analysis of five representative extracts
illustrating the introduction of one L2 construction (i.e., little bit) and its circulation by the
teacher with certain interactional and teaching practices (also see Tozlu Kili¢ & Balaman,
2023). Thus, in this section evidence of language learning will be presented by tracking a
specific learner’'s, ELG, language learning behaviour after little bit is treated as an
immediate learning object by the language teacher. Before moving to the analysis of the
extracts, let me summarise the history of the specific construction as it has been frequently
used by the language teacher as part of her classroom talk. The first contextual occurrence
of little bit was recorded on the first day of the data collection (1% of March) in the form of an
instruction given in the musical chair game to invite the students to move a little bit faster.
The second contextual deployment of the target construction was on the 3" of March in the

teacher’s explanation of the difference between two clothing items with respect to their
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thickness (i.e., It is a little bit thick). The next use was recorded on the following day (4" of
March) when the teacher reported that she was a little bit confused. On the 9™ of March,
the teacher used the target construction twice within the same class as a game instruction
for the chair arrangement (i.e., Can you make a little bit more space). Following this, it was
deployed contextually as a comment to a student’s hairstyle (i.e., your hair looks a little bit
crazy) on the 15" of March, and one day later (16™ of March) it was used by the teacher
twice as a game instruction for arranging the seats. All the contextual occurrences of little

bit are summarized in the Table 4 below.

Table 4

Teacher’s contextual use of “little bit”

Date Teacher use

1st of March e A Little bit faster ¢ Giving instruction
3 of March « A Little bit thicker e Contextual use
4™ of March e A Little bit confused e Contextual use
9t of March e A Little bit more space ¢ Giving instruction
11" of March o A Little bit closer e Giving instruction
15% of March e A Little bit crazy e Contextual use

¢ A Little bit closer

16t of March - - Giving instruction
¢ Go a little bit back * 9

As shown in Table 4, the focal construct was used spontaneously by the language
teacher and never coupled with the pinching gesture until the case explicated in Extract 1
below which illustrates the introduction of little bit as the immediate learning object. Note
that all the extracts to be examined in this section start with the same question how-is-the-
weather-today as a part of an interactional routine (i.e., asking about the weather). This
interactional activity is recurrently practiced almost at the beginning of each classroom hour,
which made the trackability of the construction possible for the researcher. Besides it
allowed for the circulation of the construction as it was introduced as the immediate learning

object as shown in Extract 1 below.
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Extract 1. 18 03 02:19-02:32_ES - Introducing the target construction

1 TEA: my first question how is the weather Atoday
mer: Araises finger-->
2 TEA: Qyes A[merve Q
tea Qpoints at MERQ
mer -=->A
3 CAG: [huh hot
4 MER: cloudy [a::::nd
5 TEA: [it’s &cloudyt let me see
tea &looks through the window-->
6 CAG: hoté&
tea -->&

7 TEA:— it’s #*it's a little bit cloudy right:
tea *pinching gesture--> (ends in line 12)

fig #figure 1

8 MER: yeah
9 TEA: neydi [the little bit
what was
10 CAG: [COLD
11 cold
12 TEA: cok az *sit down please kirac
tea little bit —->*

The teacher (TEA) starts the sequence with the routine question (how is the
weather today)and inline 2, she allocates the turn to MER who is already raising finger.
In line 3, an unsolicited contribution is made by CAG with an interruption. In line 4, MER
provides a candidate response and signals her continuation with a stretched utterance
(a::::nd) which is overlapped by TEA with the aim of confirming MER’s candidate
response. To do this, TEA first repeats MER’s contribution in full sentence format, and then

she checks the weather by looking through the window. In line 6, CAG repeats his response
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with another self-selection, but his second try is also ignored by TEA who is in the
preparation of introducing little bit as an immediate learning object. Accordingly, TEA
reformulates MER'’s contribution by prefacing it with the target construction little bit while
also synchronizing it with an embodied resource (pinching gesture) (see fig. 1). TEA’s
reformulation in line 7 enacts two important actions. Namely, she does not only introduce
little bit as a learning object of that particular moment but also confirms MER’s candidate
response. Furthermore, TEA ends her turn with a turn-final understanding check (right1),
and MER displays understanding with a compliance token (yeah) in line 8. Following this,
TEA initiates a remembering check (neydi) with a translingual turn format and ends her
turn with the repetition of the target construction. Note that, although TEA’'s remembering
check seems like a past referencing (Can Dagkin, 2017), this extract shows the first instance
of how-is-the-weather-today sequence along with the introduction of the little bit
construction. Following this, ignoring CAG’s interruption in line 10, TEA maintains her
pedagogical aim and ensures the meaning with the L1 equivalence of the construction (cok

az).

Extract 1 illustrated the teacher's successful management of a classroom
interactional routine to introduce little bit as a learning object. To do this, she used the
interactional space afforded by the question (how-the-weather-is-today) by building on a
learner’s contribution. She also employed the embodied resource (pinching gesture)
strategically to mark the target construct gesturally (Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013; 2015; aus
der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019). Moreover, she performed an understanding check
(Waring, 2012), and translanguaging (Wei, 2018; Jakonen, Szabd, Laihonen, 2018; Tai &
Wei, 2021a, 2021b; Yuzli & Dikilitag, 2022) to better introduce the meaning of the target

construction.

As evident in the analysis, every single construction which contextually occur in
teacher talk can be potentially treated as a learning object when classroom interaction is

successfully and strategically managed by the language teachers with the deployment of
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both specific interactional and teaching practices such as shaping learning contribution,
understanding check, translanguaging and embodied resources. Circulation of the target
construction also plays a crucial role in facilitating learning in a very young learner
classroom. Accordingly, the following fragment is an explicit example of how circulation and
repetition have a significant role in eliciting the target construction from very young learners.
As is the case in Extract 1, the class practices how-is-the-weather-today question in Extract

2 recorded almost one week later.

Extract 2: 25_03_03:31-03:57_ES - Circulating the target construction and eliciting

repetition
1 TEA: so berat how is the weather today
2 BER: SUNNY
3 TEA: [~er::m not really~
~lateral head shake~

4 BAL: [uh CO:LD
5 BER: *CLOUDY:

tea *pinching gesture with left hand--> (ends in line 10)

fig #figure 2

o TEA: it’s (0.9)

7 BAL: UH

8 TEA: it’s [a little ((gazes at BAL))

9 BAL: [CO:LD

10 TEA: 'it's a little bit ! sunny#*
tea !stopping gesture with right hand! —-=>%*

11 TEA: let’s say it [$%together$ [#little bit]
tea Sopen palms$ *pinching gest.-->(ends in line 18)
fer $pinching gesture-->(ends in line 18)

12 BER: [1i- [little big]
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1little [bit
[&little bit
&mask down-->>>

#figure 3

minik

tiny/little
little bit
[ ((xxx))
[cok az little bit it’s it’s little bit sunny*%
little bit ————D>%
----- >%
let’s say it $together$ [#little bit sunny
Shands up$ *pinching gesture--> (ends in line 25)
[co:1d
[little bit sunny
little [bit sunny
[COLD COLD COLD
:> little bit sunny
psht* so balasu sit nicely please

——>*

TEA marks the transition into the next activity with a turn initial so and nominates

BER as the next speaker. She ends her turn with the routine question (how is the

weather today). Inresponse, BER offers SUNNY with a high volume in line 2. As evident

in TEA’s lateral headshake and turn initial hesitation (er: :m not really), TEA marks

BER’s contribution as dispreferred in line 3. BAL'’s self-selected turn in line 4 functions as a

repair for BER’s dispreferred response, and BER makes the second loud try (CLOUDY) in

line 5. Showing no orientation to that, TEA makes the same gesture (pinching) she

performed earlier, and in line 6 she initiates a turn while maintaining the gesture with her
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left hand. She intentionally leaves her turn incomplete in the form of a designedly incomplete
utterance (DIU, Koshik, 2002) to elicit the completion from the students. Note that TEA’s
deployment of the embodied resource right before the verbal production operates as a hint
to recall and use the target construction and reindexes the previously shared learnable (aus
der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019). After waiting for 0.9 seconds in line 6, TEA utters the
target construction (it’s [a little) following BAL’s non-lexical turn in line 7. TEA
cannot complete her turn because of BAH’s interruption in line 9. This unsolicited
contribution triggers TEA’'s gaze at BAL, and TEA explicitly blocks BAL’s uninvited
contribution with a stopping hand gesture. In doing so, she ensures the floor for her turn
and removes any potential interruptions for the upcoming production of the target
construction. She maintains performing the pinching gesture with her left hand (see figure
2) to keep visual scaffolding (Kanagy, 1999) until the end of her turn in line 10.

In what follows, TEA invites a choral repetition and models it bodily with an open-
palm gesture. This is nonverbally oriented by FER by mimicking the pinching gesture. In the
turn-final position in line 11, TEA delivers the target construction accompanied by the
pinching gesture again. TEA’s production overlaps with BER’s self-repaired but still
troublesome early start (1ittle big). In line 14, the teacher partially overlaps the whole
class repetition to repeat the target construction. Meanwhile, she performs a Covid-19
pandemic-relevant action by pulling her mask down (see figure 3), which shows that TEA
treats the mask as a potential obstacle for whole-class understanding. In response, FER
who copied TEA’s pinching gesture in line 11 produces the L1 equivalent of the target
construction in line 15, followed by BER'’s self-repaired production (1ittle bit) in line
16. However, minik is an adjective in the Turkish language and can be the L1 equivalent of
both tiny and little. Also considering that the pinching gesture might refer to both words,
FER’s confusion seems to be expectable and requires further attention. Right after BER’s
correct repetition of the target construction, in line 18 TEA orients to FER’s L1 use by

initiating another turn with a turn-initial translingual practice (cok az little bit). The
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L1 utterance here (cok az) is the quantifier version of little in Turkish language, thus
operating as an other-repair of FER’s word selection (minik). After dealing with FEY’s
contribution, TEA repeats the full sentence production (it’s little bit sunny) and
invites choral repetition once again both gesturally and verbally in line 19. In coordination
with her additional repetition in the same line, she deploys the pinching gesture and
maintains it until the end of the extract. TEA’s repetition in line 19 overlaps with the choral
repetition and CAG’s dispreferred response in line 19. Subsequently, TEA repeats the
construction again in line 22 in partial overlap with BER'’s dispreferred responses in line 23.
Except for CAG and BER, TEA manages to elicit the target construction from the students
successfully, and ELG’s individual repetition in line 24 has direct relevance to the study for
the reason that this is the first time she used the target construction by repeating the
teacher’s turn.

The analysis of Extract 2 illustrated the teacher's deployment of two more
interactional practices namely, choral repetition (Watanabe, 2016) and repair of dispreferred
response within the same interactional routine (how-is-the-weather-today) to circulate the
target construction (little bit). As in the first extract, the teacher contextualized the
construction with the question and relevant responses, and deployed translanguaging and
the same embodied action (i.e., pinching gesture) as a form of visual scaffolding.
Additionally, she elicited a whole-class repetition and circulated the construction repeatedly
to make the construction accessible to all learners. This fragment also exemplified how
potential understanding troubles caused by the Covid-19 pandemic-relevant action (i.e.,

wearing a mask) was handled by the teacher.

These two extracts analysed thus far have illustrated the emergence of little bit as a
target construction and the practices deployed by the teacher to mark it as an immediate
learning object. As observed in Extract 2, the students responded to the invitation to choral
repetition by exclusively repeating the teacher’s turn. Among them, the focal student ELG’s

individual repetition at the end of the sequence needs special attention as she used the
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target construction for the first time, which has direct relevance to the analytic focus of this

study. Accordingly, the following three extracts will display the focal learner ELG’s learning

trajectory as she adds the target construction into her language repertoire over a period of

time. Similar to the previous two fragments, asking about the weather is the focal activity

in Extract 3, recorded four days later (29" of March). This sequence also starts with the

same routine question how-is-the-weather-today and it showcases the significant progress

in the focal student ELG’s developing L2 repertoire with respect to the target construction.

Extract 3. 29_03_01:27-01:43_ES - Circulating the construction and eliciting verbal

and bodily repetition

10

11

12

13

14
15

TEA:

BER:

??7:

TEA:

BER:

ELG:

TEA:

ELG:

FER:

TEA:

KIR:

TEA:

tea

FER:

ELG

elg

(inaudible speech)
yes (.) [eliz gamze
[ SUNNY

er hot

a::::nd
[ta:nd

[CO::LD

right1

[cold
:> [+little bit cold+

+pinching gesture+

# figure 4

[a:

yes SO MY FIRST QUESTION

:nd

[how is the weather today

[how is the weather today

HOT yes it's hot [today because the sun shining

it’ [s t1co:1d ((points at KIR)) but it's #*a little bit cold

*pinching gesture-->>>
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16 FER: [little [bit cold
17 TEA: [little bit

Extract 3 starts with the introduction of the first activity with TEA’s loud preface (SO
MY FIRST QUESTION), and TEA completes her turn with the routine question (how is
the weather today) in line 1. Taking the teacher’s turn-initial utterance (my first
question) as a hint, BER attempts to guess the upcoming question. His overlapping
production in line 2 indicates an instance of correctly guessing TEA’s question, which marks
the predictable nature of the interactional routines. In line 4, TEA allocates the turn to focal
student ELG while BER contributes loudly, with another overlap in line 5. In line 6, ELG
provides the second pair part, and it gets an immediate confirmation with the loud repetition
of ELG’s response and a confirmation token (yes) in line 7. Following this, TEA reshapes
ELG’s contribution in full sentence format and finalizes her turn with a justification (because
the sun shining). The subsequent production of the continuation marker both by ELG
in line 8 and FER in line 9 lay the ground for the topic expansion, which is oriented by TEA
with the repetition of the same continuation marker. While doing this, TEA equips the marker
with prosodic features such as rising intonation and elongation to encourage more
contribution for the students. Meanwhile, KIR extends the topic with a loud turn in line 11
and manages to get TEA’s verbal and nonverbal orientation (pointing) in line 12. In the same
line, TEA enacts the same interactional practice in introducing the target construction (see
Extract 1), namely, she contextualizes little bit by building on the student’s contribution,

synchronizing it with the embodied resource (pinching gesture), and completes her turn with
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an understanding check (it's a little bit cold right1). This strategic deployment
of interactional practices results in another milestone in focal student ELG’s learning
process. As clear in line 15, ELG not only produces the target utterance verbally, but she
also employs the return gesture (Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013) through the successful
combination with the symbolized gesture. This indicates an important progress in her

developing L2 repertoire four days after her initial use of the target construction.

In brief, the analysis of the previous two extracts displayed the focal student ELG’s
first verbal production of the target construction (Extract 2) and later her successful
combination of the target construction with the embodied resource (Extract 3). Note that
both of these productions were prompted by the teacher circulating the construction both
verbally and nonverbally with the deployment of some specific interactional practices (i.e.,
shaping learner contribution, pinching gesture, understanding check). Yet, in Extract 4
below, it will be shown that ELG can use the target construction in combination with the
pinching gesture but still, only after the teacher's nonverbal prompt. This excerpt was
recorded one week after Extract 3, on 6™ of April and asking about the weather is the focal

activity as it is the case in the previous extracts.

Extract 4. 06_04 02:45-03:05_ES- Eliciting the construction by bodily reminding it

1 TEA: how is the weather today ((ELG raises finger)) yes eliz
2 gamze
3 ELG: Lerm & ((looks through the window)) hot
tea &mask upé&
4 TEA: it's tHOT
5 BET: NE:
what
6 TEA: it's HOT oh my god it is not
7 AHY: cold cold
8 TEA: it's:: ((gazes AHY))
9 BER: CO:[:LD
10 TEA: [co:1d=

11 ELG: =cold
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CLOU:DY: ((looks through the window))
it’s (@cold
@gazes ELG -->(end in line 15)
cl[oudy
[cloudy@ *a::nd
-->@
*pinching gesture-->>>
a::nd
((xxx))
@it =
@gazes ELG -->>>
—> =1li- +1li- little (.) |bit

+pinching gesture-->>>
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# bit#
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After starting her turn with the routine how-is-the-weather-today question, TEA

allocates the turn to ELG who is already raising her finger. Filling the silence with a marker

(erm), ELG checks the weather by looking through the window in line 3. At the final position

of the same turn, ELG constructs the second pair part, and this is loudly echoed by TEA in

line 4. After BET’s loud confirmation check, TEA explicitly marks ELG’s contribution as

dispreferred in line 6. Following this, AHY initiates other repair with the repetition of an

opposite adjective (cold cold)and manages to get TEA’s nonverbal orientation (gaze) in

line 8. In the same line, TEA employs DIU and she intentionally stretches the final sound to

elicit the students’ participation. This is oriented by BER in line 9 and ELG in line 11. In line
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12, BER proposes another adjective (CLOU: DY :) while checking the weather, and in line
13, TEA initiates a full sentence form repair for ELG’s dispreferred response while
maintaining her gaze at her. Following this, ELG extends the topic with the repetition of
BER'’s second turn (line 12), and this gets an immediate acknowledgement by TEA in line
15. At the same time, TEA continues with a stretched continuation marker (a: : nd) with the
aim of eliciting more contributions. She also performs the symbolized gesture to index the
previously shared learnable (little bit) (aus der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019). Accordingly,
coupling DIU (Koshik, 2002) with the pinching gesture (see Sert, 2015; aus der Wieschen
& Sert, 2021) is intentional and strategic to elicit the shared construction from the focal
student ELG. In line 16, ELG orients to TEA'’s elicitation request with the repetition of the
continuation marker, and in line 18, TEA deploys DIU once again as a prompt. At the same
time, TEA benefits from the prosodic marking (rising intonation) and embodiment (gazing
at ELG). These strategic practices, in return, lead ELG to produce the target construction
both verbally and nonverbally, and the sequence ends with TEA’s approval for this vital
contribution of ELG.

Extract 4 unearthed an essential instance of ELG’s taking one step further in making
the target construction (little bit) a part of her L2 knowledge. Although TEA visually scaffolds
ELG’s production in combination with DIU (aus der Wieschen & Sert, 2021; Sert, 2015), she
managed to use the construction locally without any verbal prompts from the teacher. The
final extract will show how the target construct finally sediment in the focal student ELG’s
L2 repertoire almost one month after it was introduced as a learning object. Extract 5 below
was recorded on 12" of April, and it clearly evidences ELG’s self-initiated use of little bit
without any verbal or nonverbal prompts. This fragment comes from the same interactional
activity (asking about the weather) but in contrast to the previous two extracts, ELG is not
the selected student.

Extract 5. 12 04 02:30-02:48_EM- Eliciting the construction verbally and bodily

without any prompts

1 TEA: so kirac er:: how is the weather ttoday |look the sun is
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2 coming out
3 BER: sunny=
4 ELG:> +=°lit[tle bit hot°®

elg +pinching gesture-->(ends in line 9)

fig #figure 6

5 TEA: [yes it is getting [sunny]

6 ALY: [sunny] a::[nd co:1ld

7 TEA: [psht ((points at AYL))
8 KIR: [XxXXXXXXX

9 TEA: it’s+ sunny and cold that's tright it's sunny and cold

-—>+

Initiating the turn with a transition marker, TEA selects KIR as the next speaker with
an address term in line 1 and directs the routine question. BER takes TEA’'s last TCU as a
hint and offers a candidate answer (sunny=) in line 3. In the following line, the focal student
ELG self-selects and forms the second pair part quietly. Her turn in line 4 is the strong
evidence of her competent production of the target construction in combination with the
symbolized gesture. Importantly, this is ELG’s first self-selected production of the target
construction without any prompts or reminders. Unfortunately, ELG’s self-initiation does not
get any orientation from TEA. This is possibly because ELG’s turn is delivered quietly, and
TEA ratifies BER’s candidate answer in an overlap with ELG’s production in line 5.
Moreover, TEA's attention is directed to ALY due to an interruption in line 6, so TEA enacts
a classroom management action in line 7 for ALY’s uninvited contribution. Subsequently,
TEA ends the sequence by confirming the candidate responses except for ELG’s. Although
the analysis does not give any evidence for the teacher’s noticing ELG’s self-initiated use
of little bit coupled with the pinching gesture, Extract 5 proves the sedimentation of the

construction in to her L2 repertoire which is evident in her unprompted self-initiated use.
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To provide the bigger picture for EGL’s developing L2 trajectory, the findings of 5 extracts

will be summarized in the following section.

Summary of the Section

The longitudinal tracking of very young learner EFL classroom interactions brought
evidence for one particular student’s EFL learning that occurred over time as a result of the
teacher’'s management of a routine classroom interactional activity, namely asking about
the weather. Extract 1 demonstrated that little bit was introduced by the teacher as a
learning object by shaping a learner contribution. She also deployed an embodied action
(pinching gesture) to provide visual scaffolding, and she consolidated the meaning with a
translingual action and understanding check. One week later, in Extract 2, TEA circulated
the target construction with the help of choral repetition, pinching gesture and repair of
dispreferred response. TEA'’s strategic employment of these specific interactional practices
results in the successful elicitation of the target construction from the focal student ELG.
Extract 2 also revealed an important finding with respect to the effects of the Covid-19
pandemic on language learning. As stated in the Methodology chapter, all of the participants
had to wear facemasks because of the mask mandate in Turkiye. In Extract 2, TEA treated
wearing mask as a potential obstacle for correct understanding, so she pulled her mask
down. Extract 3 was recorded four days later, and it illustrated ELG’s second production of
the target construction with the combination of the symbolized gesture (pinching gesture).
This marked another milestone in ELG’s learning trajectory. Such a production was
recorded one week later (Extract 4), and the focal student ELG managed to use the target
construction without TEA's verbal prompt. Note that TEA’s deployment of DIU as well as
the embodied resource played a significant role in the successful elicitation of the
construction in Extract 4. The focal learner, ELG’s self-initiation in the final extract (Extract
5) demonstrated her finally being competent in the meaningful deployment of the target

construction in the local context without any verbal or nonverbal prompts. This proves how
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the construction finally sediment in her interactional repertoire within a period of one month
(18" of March to 12" of April).

As a result of the minute-by-minute analysis of classroom interaction, strong
evidence for language learning in situ was provided by tracking a particular student’s L2
learning trajectory on a longitudinal basis. The analysis in this section clearly demonstrated
that every bit of the classroom interaction has the potential of entailing a learnable moment
when it is successfully and strategically managed by the language teacher with the
deployment of certain interactional practices such as shaping learner contribution,
deployment of embodiment, choral repetition, translanguaging, DIU, understanding check

and the repair of dispreferred contribution.

Conclusion

This section illustrated a language teacher’s successful management of classroom
interaction to introduce a specific construction as the learning object and her strategic
deployment of certain interactional and teaching practices in the service of facilitating the

learning of such a focal construction.

Still, language teachers are not the only actors in creating learning opportunities in
very young learner classrooms. Learners can also create their own learning opportunities
regardless of their L2 knowledge, and these learnable moments can emerge in any seconds
of classroom interaction. Moreover, language teachers are not the only epistemic authority
in language classrooms. Learners can dynamically position themselves either as a peer or
as a language expert to fill the gap in their own or peers’ L2 knowledge. The following
section will provide strong evidence for this argument based on another longitudinal

trajectory oriented to another target construction, namely me too.

Learner Initiated L2 Construction Learning

In the previous section, the line-by-line analysis of the five representative extracts

revealed the teacher’s successful management of an interactional routine to introduce a
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specific construction (little bit) as a learning object in an ongoing interaction with the help of
some certain interactional and teaching practices, all of which had a facilitative role in adding
this construction into a particular learner's (ELG) L2 repertoire in a span of time. As
mentioned earlier, learning opportunities are not solely created by the language teachers,
and students can also create their own learning opportunities. Accordingly, the evidence to
this claim will be introduced based on the analysis of 6 representative extracts deriving from
a larger collection, including 24 cases in total, which demonstrates the use of another focal
construction me too by both the teacher and some other students in a very young learner
EFL classroom. In line with the main aim of this study- that is to bring evidence to L2 learning
in very young learner classroom by tracking their L2 development, a sub-collection with 12
cases were constructed, and 6 of these cases will be involved in this section. Table 5 below

summarizes the focal student BER’s chronologic production of the construction me too.

Table 5

Timeline for the focal construction “me too”

Date Extracts Production The interactional
activity
8t of March Extract 1 o Initiation of the ¢ Do you like X?

learning opportunity

9th of March Extract 2 ¢ Not-yet-competent e How are you today/

production how do you feel
today?

15t of March Extract 3 e Peer-prompted e How are you today/
not-yet-competent how do you feel
production today?

15" of March Extract 4 ¢ Peer-prompted * Free time activities
competent
production

17t of March Extract 5 e Peer-prompted o How are you today/
competent how do you feel
production today?

30t of March Extract 6 o Self-initiated e How are you today/
unprompted how do you feel

complete production

today?

The analysis will start with the first fragment demonstrating the focal learner BER’s
realising a gap in his L2 knowledge when a peer (ARL) responds to a question with me too,

a construction frequently used by the language teacher as a part of teacher talk. Extract 1
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below was recorded on the 8" of March, almost 30 seconds after TEA’s contextual use of

me too. Before moving the minute-by-minute analysis of the cases,

Extract 1 below shows how a learning opportunity is initiated by a particular student
(BER) claiming no knowledge right after a fellow student’s self-initiated use of me too. In
the sequence, the interaction is structured based on another routine question (do you like

X) targeting to practise simple present tense negative and positive short form responses.

Extract 1:08 03 03:35-03:29 ES - Creation of a learning opportunity by claiming no

knowledge
1 TEA: OKAY er::m ahlat yagiz((throat cleaning)) !/(1.1)
tea !looks down-->

(ends in line 3)

2 BER: how is the [weather today

3 TEA: [ahlat yagiz (2.0) !/
tea -=>1
4 BAL: °cagan’

5 TEA: do you tlike (0.2) swimming
6 ARL: [yizmeyi sever misin]
7 BER: [YUzZMEYI SEVER MISIN]

8 TEA: #psh:i:s:i:i:i:i:it#
tea #gazes BER #
9 AHY: YES

10 TEA: ¥yes I do¥ or Sno I don't S
tea YverticalY - Slateral headshake$
11 CAG: Dbukish [ben c¢ok tizglinim ama bugiin
bukish I'm  so sad but  today
12 AHY: [yes I do=

13 TEA: =yes I dot
14 ARL: YES I DO

15 TEA: #okay very rgood=#
tea #gazes ARL #
16 ARL: =p>me too me too<p

arl B self-pointing P
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17 TEA: *OH me too * Query goodQ arel [yes

tea *points at ARL* Qthumbs upQ
18 BER:>> ¢$[ME TOO [NE DEMEK

ber %gazes ARL-->(ends

in line 23)
19 CAG: [ben gercekten
I'm really
20 CAG: tlzginim
sad

21 ARL: pB[me too ben delp

arl Bself-pointing B
22 TEA: [she likes ]

23 BER: (1.0)huh?

ber -->%

24 TEA: ben de %demek *me too *ben de
tea *self-pointing*
ber ¢gazes TEA -->>>

25 TEA: she [likes swimming too Qgreat JjobQ

tea Qthumbs upQ

In line 1, TEA signals the target activity with a loudly uttered transition marker
(OKAY). But the elongated filler (er : : m) preceding the turn allocation to Ahlat Yagiz (AHY)
shows that TEA is planning for the upcoming interactional activity. This is also evident in
the turn final 1.1 seconds of pause, and TEA'’s looking down for a while. Realising TEA'’s
searching for the next question, BER self-selects in line 2, to offer (how is the weather
today) a candidate question. Showing no orientation to BER’s contribution, TEA restates
AHL’s name and waits for 2.0 seconds. This long pause creates a space for BAL to summon
CAG silently in line 4. In line 5, TEA initiates the routine activity with a polar question to elicit
negative and positive short-form responses in the simple present tense. In lines 6 and 7,
ARL and BER simultaneously demonstrate their understanding with the Turkish translation
of the question, but their unsolicited contributions are explicitly blocked by TEA
(psh::::::::t)in line 8. Subsequently, AHY produces the second pair part with the

loudly uttered confirmation token (YES), but TEA marks this response as dispreferred
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because she aims at eliciting full sentence form in line with her pedagogical agenda.
Accordingly, in line 10, TEA initiates a repair by modelling both the negative and positive
sentence forms and ensures the difference in meaning gesturally through vertical and lateral
headshakes. Taking the floor back by interrupting CAG’s irrelevant contribution, AHY
orients to TEA’s repair by responding in the full sentence form in line 12, and this gets TEA'’s
immediate ratification.

The following line explicates the student-initiated post expansion in which ARL
contributes with the repetition of the positive form. TEA immediately appreciates ARL’s
contribution, and TEA’s positive assessment in line 15 encourages ARL’s subsequent
contribution in the form of a reformulation (>me too me too<). Note that, ARL utters the
construction twice and quickly at the same time marking it gesturally (i.e., self-pointing).
ARL’s display of her competency in using this construction gets TEA’s surprised
appreciation (OH) in line 7. Meanwhile, TEA puts ARL on stage with a deictic gesture
(pointing) and foregrounds her contribution with the stressed repetition of the construction
(me too) and turn-final positive assessment (very good arel). As a result, one of the
students BER realizes his lack of knowledge of the construction, and in line 17, he asks the
meaning of me too to ARL while also gazing at her. In doing so, BER does not only manage
the ongoing interaction to create his own learning opportunity, but he also reshapes the
epistemic authority for a while. To explain, BER positions a peer (ARL) as a language expert
to repair the understanding trouble rather than getting help from the institutionally
established epistemic authority, namely the language teacher. Right after CAG’s another
irrelevant contribution in lines 19 and 20, ARL and TEA simultaneously initiate other repair
for BER’s explicit statement of knowing trouble in line 17 ([ME TOO [NE DEMEK). While
ARL takes the initiative to repair with the L1 translation (see aus der Wieschen & Sert, 2021)
(me too ben de)and an embodied action (i.e., self-pointing), the teacher repairs with a

reformulation (she 1ikes). Showing no orientation to TEA’s repair, BER keeps gazing
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ARL until line 23 in which he displays understanding as evidenced through the change-of-
state token (huh) (Heritage, 1984b) preceded by 1.1 second of silence.

Additionally, the deployment of L1 by a peer for the resolution of an understanding
trouble proved the role of L1 in maintaining intersubjectivity in young learner classroom as
aus der Wieschen and Sert (2021) also argued. Despite BER’s explicit claim of
understanding, TEA continues repairing in line 24 with the L1 translation of the construction
and the deployment of the embodied resource (self-pointing) just as ARL does in line 21.
Thus, TEA shows alignment with the L1 use in repairing troubles in the very young learner
classroom in contrast to aus der Wieschen and Sert’s (2021) study. Until the end of the
sequence, TEA keeps repairing by switching back to the target language and terminates
the sequence with a compliment. Note that, BER gazes back TEA right after he claimed a
change in his knowledge, and no orientation to TEA’s multi-turns repair is available in the
rest of the sequence.

Extract 1 exemplified how the resolution of an interactional trouble caused by a
learner’s claim of no knowledge paved the way for creating a learning opportunity in an
ongoing interaction. BER’s explicit claim of no knowledge initiated a repair sequence
oriented by both the teacher and a peer (ARL). Interestingly, the focal student BER did not
orient to TEA’s multi-turn repair; rather, he oriented to ARL’s repair by maintaining his gaze
at her until he claimed a change in his knowledge. This shows that teachers are not always
the only know-it-all authority in the classroom, and learning opportunities are not always
created by them in very young learner EFL classrooms. Students can also find other means
of creating learning opportunities afforded by the ongoing classroom interactions, and they
can make up for their lack of knowledge through resolving the interactional troubles with a
more knowledgeable peer. Overall, it shows that the asymmetry between the teacher and
the student in the classroom is not fixed, on the contrary, such asymmetry can also emerge
among the students themselves when they position their peers as language experts (see

also Bozbiyik & Can Daskin, 2022).
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The analysis of Extract 1 clearly demonstrated BER’s epistemic change from
claiming of no knowledge to claiming of understanding. The following excerpt recorded one
day later will showcase BER’s first self-initiated attempt to produce the focal construct me
too in how-are-you today/how-do-you-feel-today routine activity. As usual, the students are

sitting in a U-shaped arrangement and the teacher allocates the turn to Zeren Asya.

Extract 2: 09_03_04:02-04:09_EM - Not-yet-competent production of me too

1 TEA: and you zeren asya
2 ZER: me: sa:d
3 TEA: you >oh you feel [sa:d< toda:y twh:y]
4 BER: > +[me::: #me::: me:::]1#
ber +self-pointing-->
fig #figure 7
tea #gazes BER.... #
5 TEA: #it’s a beautiful day today+
tea #gazes ZER--> (ends in line 8)
ber -=>+
6 (0.7)
7 TEA: [the sun is shinni::ng
8 BER: [ben de cunki disari #cikamicaz
me too because go out we cannot
tea --># gazes BER -->
9 TEA: everybody# is here:
tea --> #gazes ZER-->>>
10 ZER: niye dzglnim soéylim mi
why | am sad let me say
11 TEA: ye:s

12 ZER: .hhhh c¢inki .hhh yaz tatili olmadigi ic¢in antalyaya
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because summer holiday  itisn’t to antalya
13 ZER:  gidemiyoru:::m
| cannot go

Marking the speaker transition with a turn initial (and), TEA allocates the turn to
ZER. The repetitive nature of the interactional routine allows ZER to produce the second
pair part in line 2 without being re-asked by TEA. In what follows, TEA reformulates ZER'’s
contribution in full sentence form and extends the topic by asking the reason of her being
sad. At that time, in line 4, the focal student BER self-selects and produces the first
utterance of the focal form me too with a stretch and repeats it three times to mention he is
sad, too. Importantly, he strategically deploys the self-pointing gesture with the aim of
repairing the meaning he failed to convey with spoken language (see Bachman, 1990;
Eskildsen & Wagner, 2015; Foerch & Kasper, 1983). Even though BER’s self-initiation gets
TEA'’s short gaze, TEA does not orient to BER’ s initiation to use the construction. Then,
she looks back to ZER in line 5 and continues elaborating the topic (it’s a beautiful
day today). Waiting for 0.7 seconds in line 6, TEA keeps the topic expansion interrupted
by BER’s another self-initiation in translingual form in line 8. Note that, his turn starts with
the Turkish equivalent (ben de) of me too and followed by the reasoning of being sad
(cinki disari cikamicaz). BER’s second initiation in the mother tongue enacts a kind
of repair for his problematic production of the construction me too (me::: me::: me:::)
(line 4). Hence, BER navigates from English (2) to Turkish (L1) in line 8 and his
translanguaging operates as a kind of meaning-making mechanism to eliminate a potential
understanding problem (see Bozbiyik & Balaman, 2023) which can be caused due to his
being not-yet-competent in using me too (line 4). However, he cannot get any orientation
from TEA except for a short gaze, and TEA elaborates the sequence by listing another
reason not to feel sad in line 9. The teacher’s attempt to foster more contribution by ZER
finally works, and in line 10, ZER takes the turn to preface her reasoning for being sad.

Following TEA’s go-ahead response in line 11, ZER states that not being able to go to
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Antalya (i.e., a city in the Mediterranean part of Turkiye) as it is not summer holiday now
makes her sad.

Extract 2 exemplified the focal learner, BER'’s first attempt to produce the focal
construction me too after he marked it unknown a day before. Despite his problematic
production, his self-initiation is highly important considering its meaningful use in a new
context (talking about feeling). Additionally, his deployment of the embodied resource (self-
pointing) as a repair mechanism to clarify the meaning he cannot convey verbally is also
striking. Importantly, BER displays his understanding by using the Turkish equivalent (ben
de) of me too and with the explanation of sadness (ciinkii disari c¢ikamicaz) although

he cannot use the construction properly yet.

One week later, BER performs a similar production of me too. Yet, his production is
preceded by some fellow students’ deployment of the construction, which may potentially
function as a prompt for BER, constitutes an important difference for the following excerpt.
Like in Extract 2, TEA practices the same interactional activity with the how-are-you-today

routine question and in this sequence the focal learner BER is selected as the next speaker.

Extract 3: 15 03 _04:14-05:29_EM — Peer prompted not-yet-competent production of

me too
1 TEA: my first question my first question BERAT HOW ARE YOU TODAY
2 YOU LOOK SO SICK HASTA GORUNUYORSUN, YOU LOOK SO SA:D, COK
3 UzGUN GORUNUYORSUN, YOU LOOK SO (.) SO EXHAUSTED YORGUN
4 WHAT’S THE MATTER
5 BER: sad
6 TEA: sad you are sad today (0.8) ohh wh:y [what happened
7 BER: [clUnki
because

8 BER: clinkti tatiller cok kisa siriyor

because holidays very short last
9 TEA: HAH HAH benim kafamdan I know hah hah it’s monday aga:in hah
10 [yine pazartesi
11 ARL: [me:

12 ARL: #>me too me too<
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BER:
TEA:
BER:
TEA:
BER:
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TEA:
ARL:
TEA:

#gazes ARL-->
oh:: sa::d# *[bence de *
--># *self-pointing*
S[me too me too$
Sself-pointing$
#[me too me too#

#self-pointing #

[$me too

HAFTASONU BENCE BES GUN OLMALI HAH [five days right?

$

Sself-pointings$

bence 10 giin olmali
TEN DAYS? [right?
[YE::S

TE:N DA::YS [WE::KE::ND::

[TEN DA::YS::
BUKI BEN BI DE SA:D
huh ben bi d- [sa- hahaha okay

[er:::: bir de yorgun

exhausted, tired you can say I'm tired
TIRE:D
[I'm sa::d (0.5) I am sleepy::
[SAD
:> I'M SLEEPY +m-: (0.3) me:+
+self-pointing+
#figure 8

[6gretmenim] [I'm sleepy, tired, sad

oh you are <sleepy tired sad> ye:s me too it's

FER:

TEA:

monday

yes [you are ]sleepy [hah I know you are sleepy too
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36 FER: [>sad sad<
37 AHL: [$Sme too me too
ahl Sself-pointing-->
38 FER: kesinlikle [sad
39 TEA: [I HATE mondays
40  AHL: me too$
ahl -->8
41 TEA: you too right?

Prefacing the routine activity with the repetition of the first TCU (my first
question) TEA establishes the participation framework by selecting BER as the next
speaker. Right after she directs the target question (HOW ARE YOU TODAY), TEA elaborates
with some comments on how BER looks that day between the lines 1-4. She enriches her
turns with prosodic aspects such as stress, pitch and elongation to give an emphatic sense
to her comments. She specifically emphasizes the feeling adjectives and translates them
into Turkish to mark the adjectives practiced at the beginning of each class with the how-
are-you-today/how-do-you-feel-today questions. TEA terminates her turn with a new
question (WHAT’ S THE MATTER) in line 4. In response, BER forms the second pair with a
single TCU (sad). In line 6, TEA acknowledges BER'’s contribution with a repetition, and
reshapes it in the form of a full sentence. Waiting for 0.8 seconds, TEA invites BER to justify
his feeling as such. With an overlap, BER explains that having a short weekend break
makes him sad, which triggers a loud laugh by TEA who continues with an explicit alignment
(benim kafamdan I know) in line 9. Following this, TEA continues reasoning in
translingual turn format (it’ s monday aga:in hah yine pazartesi)while ARL steps
in with the repetitive use of me too in line 11. Whether ARL performs the symbolized gesture
(self-pointing) while uttering her turn is not known because TEA’s posture partly blocks the
camera angle at that moment. In line 12, TEA gazes ARL, and acknowledges her self-
initiation with a turn initial response token (oh::) as well as repeating the adjective (sa: :d)
with a stretch at the last syllable to give an emotional sense. Then, she finalizes her turn

with the Turkish translation of me too (bence de) in line 13. In what follows, AHL and FER
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simultaneously respond with the repetitive use of me too synchronized with the iconic
gesture (self-pointing). Showing no orientation to their self-initiatives, in line 16, TEA keeps
elaborating in the mother tongue, and her turn ending confirmation request (five days
right?) is interrupted by AHL’s second try with the focal construction. In line 18, CAG
upgrades TEA’s suggestion, and this encounters TEA’s loudly uttered confirmation request
(TEN DAYS? [right?) enriched with prosody. In the following three lines (lines 20-22)
TEA and two students (ARL and CAG) utter their turns playfully as if they were celebrating
10 days-weekend. The celebrating atmosphere ends with the focal student BER’s loud
summoning of TEA’s nick name (i.e., buki) to mention his other emotional states.
Responding with a short response token in line 24, TEA repeats BER’s contribution with
cut-offs and finalizes her turn with a laughter and acknowledgement token (okay). In line
25, BER keeps responding in mother tongue (bir de yorgun). Taking BER’s language
alteration as a trouble, in line 26 TEA produces the English equivalents (exhausted,
tired) of the adjectives (yorgun) as well as modelling a contextual use with a stress on
the adjective (you can say I'm tired). Inline 27, BER only takes up the adjective.
Upon TEA's offering two more contextual uses in full sentence format in line 28, BER shows
alignment with a full sentence response in line 30. Then, he attempts to produce me too,
but the cut-off in the first utterance (m-:), and the missing production (me :) preceded by a
0.3-second of silence displaying his being not-yet-competent. Similar to the previous
extract, he deploys the self-pointing gesture to compensate the meaning he failed to convey
verbally. Realising that, in line 31, TEA demonstrates understanding (yes you are
sleepy) and confirms it with a reformulation (I know you are sleepy too)to maintain
the intersubjectivity, and in turn the continuity of the classroom interaction. In what follows,
ARL’s interrupted contribution gets TEA’s immediate orientation with an emphatic response
token (oh) and reformulation in line 33. In the same turn, TEA also utters me too and
elaborates the turn with the reason of feeling as such. The sequence continues with FER’s

self-initiation with a turn ending overlap in line 34, and she repeats her turn in line 36. In the



85

meantime, ARL contributes with the focal form me too accompanied with self-pointing in
line 37. However, none of this self-initiated use of me too is oriented by TEA who is in the
way of expanding the topic. The sequence ends with AHL’s repetition of the focal
construction in line 40, which is responded with a reformulation by TEA.

Extract 3 demonstrated the focal student’s, BER’s second attempt to use the focal
construction me too as a response to the same routine question (how-are-you-today) also
practiced earlier in Extract 2. Even though this sequence is similar to the previous extract
with respect to BER’s incomplete production of me too but successful deployment of self-
pointing, it bears an important difference considering peers’ uses of me too; ARL in line 12,
AHL in lines 14 and 17, and FER in line 15. However, whether they prompted BER or not

is not evident in the analysis as BER displayed no orientation to those contributions.

On the other hand, Extract 4 illustrates BER'’s explicit attention displayed with a gaze
when a peer uses me too in a self-initiated way. Rather than repeating it verbatim, BER
displays his developing competency with the modified production of me too recorded almost
40 minutes later in the same class. The students are sitting in a U-shaped arrangement,
holding flashcards with a pre-studied collocation written on them. A randomly selected
student is expected to name the activity on his/her card, and the teacher mostly provides a
contextual use right after the collocations are named by the students. Right before this
sequence, TEA asks ELG to tell the activity on her card, and ELG names the activity (going
to the movies) both in English and Turkish. TEA states how much she misses going to the
movies during the Covid-19 pandemic, and in response, me too is uttered by some students

right before the sequence starts.

Extract 4: 15 _03_44:46-45:04_EM- peer prompted competent production of me too

1 TEA: bakin@ su an é&su an ne sOylicem I want (0.7)
look now now what will | say
tea &mask down--> (ends in line 3)
ber @gazes tea--> (ends in line 3)

2 ALY: me [too

3 TEA: [bakin ((pointing at her lips)) #*ne ne #*@istiyor musum@



look what what  want do |
tea *gazes aly*
ber -->@gazes aly----(@

4 TEA: I &want to go to the movi::es

tea -->&mask up-->>>
5 ALY: >me too me too<
6 TEA: nereye nereye gitmek istiyo musum

where where goto wantto dol
7 ARL: SINEMAYA [ME TOO ME TOO [ME TOO ((jumping))

to the cinema
8 TEA: [I WANT [I KNOW NOW SIT DOWN sit down I
9 want to go to the movies
10 BER:—> NO $ME TOO
Ber Slateral headshake --->>>
11 TEA: I want HUH ((gazes aras))

12 BER:> NO ME TOO

Triggering the focal student BER'’s orientation with an explicit request for
attention (bakin su an su an ne soylicem), TEA aims to attract the whole
class attention to the upcoming collocation (going to the movies). To overcome any
potential troubles in advance, she performs a pandemic-relevant action (pulling the
mask down) frequently encountered in the dataset. She also enacts another
common interactional practice (DIU) by leaving her utterance incomplete (I want)
and waiting for a while (0.7) to elicit the target collocation from the students. In
contrast with what is expected, in line 2 ALY orients to the meaning of the activity
rather than name it. ALY’s self-initiated use of me too does not only get TEA’s gaze
in line 3 but also BER’s who has been looking at TEA since the beginning of the
activity. With the aim of eliciting the collocation going to the movies from the
students, TEA repeats her request for attention in Turkish (bakin) in line 3 while
also supporting this gesturally by pointing at her lips. Ending her turn with an explicit
request for elicitation (ne ne istiyor musum), TEA pulls her mask up while
completing her unfinished turn with the solicited collocation (go to the

movi: :es) in line 4. She also stretches the final utterance purposefully in order to
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add an emotional sense. In line 5, ALY restates her agreement with the quick
repetition of the focal construction (>me too me too<) but her second try is not
acknowledged by TEA maintaining her pedagogical aim. In the service of eliciting
the target collocation, TEA directs a comprehension check question in a translingual
format (nereye nereye gitmek istiyo musum) in line 6. Following this, ARL
self-selects and provides the second pair part in a translingual turn format, which is
possibly because the first pair part is constructed by TEA in the mother tongue. Right
after providing the preferred response (SINEMAYA), ARL switches back to the target
language and displays agreement with the loud repetitive use of me too in line 7.
Her jumping leads TEA to enact classroom management in line 8. After TEA
finalizes her turn with the repetition of the target collocation, the focal student BER
self-selects and combines me too with a negation particle no to disagree. At the
same time, BER marks his action gesturally with a lateral headshake. This shows
that not only BER can successfully enact a different action with a syntactic
modification of the focal construction, but he can also perfectly match the meaning
gesturally with a new embodied resource. BER’s modification proves a milestone
in BER’s developing L2 trajectory but his significant contribution is not oriented by
TEA although he repeats it loudly at the end of the sequence.

Extract 4 illustrated that BER managed to produce the focal phrase me too
completely in contrast to his previous problematic productions (Extract 2 and 3). He
did not only meaningfully adapt me too into a new context (i.e., practicing free time
activities) but also enacted a different action (showing disagreement) with a
syntactic modification. Importantly, BER’s complete production occurred right after
two peers’ deployment of me too (lines 2, 5 and 7), which potentially prompted BER'’s
use. Although BER’s gazing at ALY right after her use of me too in line 2 evidences
his orientation to one of these prompts, his original production was much beyond
the simple repetition of the peers’ turns considering the action it served as well as

the new syntactic feature it gained.
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Additionally, Extract 4 revealed an important finding regarding the deployment
of the embodied resource. In Extracts 2 and 3, BER employed the self-pointing
gesture to compensate for the meaning (agreement) he failed to convey verbally
due to his not-yet-competency in using me too. Yet, in Extract 4, BER combined the
focal construction with lateral headshake to enact a contrary action, namely
disagreement. This shows that the focal student, BER can adapt the focal
construction me too both meaningfully and gesturally into a new context. BER’s
recombination of me too with self-pointing gesture to show agreement, which will be
discussed in Extract 5 below, also proves his strategic deployment of the embodied

resource in the local context.

In contrast to Extract 2 and 3 illustrating BER’s problematic production of the
focal construct in the how-are-you-today activity, Extract 5 below will show BER’s
first (i.e., without negation) complete production of me too to enact the same action
(agreement) in the same interactional activity (how-are-you-today). Extract 5 below
was recorded two days later, and TEA aims to elicit the feeling adjectives in
response to the routine how-are-you-today question. Right before the sequence,

some students are raising their fingers, and TEA selects ELG as the next speaker.

Extract 5: 17_03_03:17-03:48 ES- Peer prompted competent production of me
too

1 TEA: yes eliz gamze psht psht ((to cagan)) er::m Jhow are

you
2 today eliz gamze
3 ELG: er::: sleepy [I'm] s::le-
4 TEA: %lokay]
ber 3raises finger and gazes TEA -->>>

5 TEA: you're s:-

6 ELG: er

7 TEA: vyes I am sleepy
8 ELG: [I'm slelepy

9 ARL: [me too]
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10 TEA: olkay ((to ELG)
11 FER: [# me too # ((gazes ARL))
fer #self-pointing #
12 TEA: wait [hold on ((to arel))
13 ELG: [°ben de® ((gazes ARL))
14 TEA: [A::ND how old are you ((points at ELG))
15 BER: 2 [+ me too::: +

ber +self-pointing+

fig #figure 9

16 ELG: kag¢ yasindasin?
17 TEA: in English yes
After allocating the turn to ELG, TEA enacts classroom management for
Cagan (CAG) to ensure silence in the classroom (psht psht). Waiting for a while
(er: :m), TEA directs the routine question (how are you today) and completes
her turn summoning ELG in line 2. In response, ELG thinks for a while and then
forms the second pair part with a single utterance (sleepy) in line 3. Although her
contribution is immediately ratified by TEA with an acknowledgement token (okay),
ELG initiates the same turn self-repair and forms a new TCU in a full sentence format
leaving the last utterance incomplete ([I'm] s::1le-). In line 5, TEA
acknowledges this response with the initiation of a reformulation, but she does not
complete it. Instead, in line 7, TEA first confirms ELG’s contribution and then repairs
her unfinished utterance. In line 8, ELG displays uptake of the repair with a
repetition, but this is interrupted by ARL'’s self-selection. Showing no orientation to

ARL’s contribution, TEA ratifies ELG’s uptake in line 10. ARL’s use of the focal
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construction me too triggers FER’s production in line 11, which is evident in FER’s
gaze at ARL. Despite being prompted by ARL, FER also synchronizes her turn with
self-pointing unlike ARL. Although ARL’s contribution is marked as unsolicited and
blocked by TEA (wait [hold on) in line 12, it gets the selected student ELG’s
both embodied (gazing) and verbal orientation with the Turkish equivalent of me too
(ben de) in the following line. In what follows, TEA signals the topic transition (how
old are you) with a loudly uttered and stretched transition marker (A : : ND) while
securing the floor for ELG. At that time, the focal student BER self-selects and
displays agreement with the use of me too in an overlapping fashion. As clear in
Figure 9, he raises finger with his left hand and points himself vaguely with his right
hand. This is possibly because he does not need the facilitative role of embodiment
in conveying the meaning as he is becoming more competent in verbally producing
the focal construction. It should be stressed that BER maintains his gaze at TEA
from line 4 to the end of the sequence, but no clear evidence is available in the
analysis showing BER’s explicit orientation to ARL’s and FER’s deployment of me
too. Still, two peer students’ productions may potentially enact as a prompt in that
BER sits between ARL and FER. Although BER'’s self-initiated complete production
of me too in line 15 evidences a milestone in his developing L2 trajectory, no
orientation is shown by TEA performing language policing (Amir & Musk, 2013) for
the nominated student ELG’s translation in line 16.

The analysis of Extract 5 unearthed a significant progress in the focal student
BER’s developing L2 trajectory with respect to the focal construction me too. Yet, it
is not possible to claim that he is fully competent in using me too as his production
was preceded by two peers’ turns, thus still possibly being prompted. Therefore,
how BER finally displays a full competence in using me too to enact the same action
(agreement) in the same routine activity (how-are-you-today) without the help of any
verbal or nonverbal prompts is explained in the final extract recorded two weeks

later.
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The final extract is also initiated with the how-are-you-today interactional
routine by the teacher to elicit feeling adjectives and the sequence starts with
allocating the turn to ELG.

Extract 6: 30_03_05:05-05:21 ES - Unprompted competent production of me
too

1 TEA: vyes eliz gamze how are you today

2 ELG: er:: (1.1) sleepy

3 TEA: okay and me:: and toda::y *I: [I: ben*
tea *self-pointing*

4 KIR: [sle:epy:

5 TEA: I feel tired

6 ARL: tire:d

7 0ZG: hal[sizim

8 TEA: [T feel [exhausted

9 FER: [>no tired no tired no tired<

10 BER:=> [ME TOO:: ME TOO:::

11 TEA: I am not so energy c¢cok seyim vyok [bugin

so well don’thave  today
12 BER:=> [me too:::
13 TEA: enerjim  yok yani
energy don’t have [ mean
Summoning her name, TEA directs the routine question to ELG in line 1.
Marking her thinking with a filler (er: :), ELG stops for 1.1. seconds and then forms
the second pair part with a single utterance in line 2. Acknowledging ELG’s
contribution, TEA initiates the post-expansion by prefacing the announcement of her
personal emotional state. To mark this, she repeats the first personal pronoun with
a stretch (I: [I:) and points herself. At the final position of her turn, she enacts
one of her most common classroom practices; namely, translanguaging to ensure
the meaning for the students. Ignoring KIR’s interruption, in line 5 TEA announces

her emotional state by emphasizing the last two utterances (I feel tired) which
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is oriented by ARL with the repetition of TEA’s last utterance. Following this, OZG
demonstrates understanding with the Turkish translation in line 7. Taking the turn
back with a partial overlap in line 8, TEA upgrades her tiredness with a stronger
adjective in meaning (I feel [exhausted). Her last utterance is overlapped by
FER and BER simultaneous contributions. In line 9, FER disagrees with the
repetitive deployment of the utterance ([>no tired no tired no tired<)
whereas BER displays a loud agreement with the repetitive use of me too in line 10.
Importantly, the focal construction is not accompanied by the symbolized gesture

(self-pointing), and BER performs a loud and quick production of me too in line 10.

The absence of embodied resource as well as the prosodic features of BER’s
turn need special attention considering his L2 development. To explain, BER’s loud
and quick use of the focal construction shows his being competent in producing it
verbally, and the absence of self-pointing proves his being in capable of conveying
his intended meaning verbally. As is the case in the previous extract, BER’s
complete production is not oriented by TEA, who keeps extending the topic in line
11. At the final position of the same turn, she performs another translingual action
to ensure the meaning, but she has a trouble in remembering the word enerji
(energy) in Turkish. In what follows, BER makes the second attempt in line 12 with
another overlap, and he stretches the second word (me too:::). However, none

of his successful productions is orientated by TEA who is in the way of self-repair.

The analysis of the final extract demonstrated that the opportunity initiated
one month ago by BER himself through realising a gap in his knowledge finally
resulted in the learning of the construction. As evident in the analysis, BER displayed
a complete competency with the self-initiated production of the construct me too in

a meaningful context without the availability of any verbal and nonverbal prompts.

Overall, looking at the bigger picture reveals an intriguing finding in terms of

the language teacher’s role in BER’s learning process. There is not any specific
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practices or actions deployed by the teacher to facilitate or allow for the elicitation of
the construction from BER. Instead, the facilitator role of the teacher only became
clear in Extract 1 in which she performed a responsive action to produce a multi-turn
repair for BER’s trouble in the knowledge of the construction. The same excerpt also
revealed that BER oriented to a peer’s repair rather than the teacher’s. Furthermore,
none of the BER'’s self-initiated use of me too was realized or oriented by TEA as
discussed in Extracts 2, 4, 5 and 6. Only in Extract 3, TEA responded to BER'’s turn
as he was the selected student, and TEA'’s orientation was to the meaning rather
than BER’s initiation to use the construction. On the other hand, the potential effects
of the peers’ preceding productions of the construction were remarkable and played

an active role in facilitating learning.

Considering all, it can be argued that language teachers’ guidance, practices
or orientations, either in the form of a feedback or assessment, are not the only ways
to facilitate language learning in very young learner classrooms. As evident in the
analysis, BER realised the gap in his L2 knowledge, created his own learning
opportunity, and displayed a gradual development in his learning trajectory. That
proves the prominent role that classroom interaction plays in creating learning
opportunities and facilitating the learning process. Surely, the role of peers and the
predictable nature of the classroom interactional activities played significant roles in
facilitating the sedimentation of L2 construction into BER’s L2 repertoire. Thus, the
role of interaction and the interactants in creating learning opportunities and in
facilitating language learning is independent from any preconceived identities or
assumptions as well as the amount of their L2 knowledge. In sum, learners can be
the protagonist of their own learning story, and that can be only explored through

the CA examination of participants’ emic perspectives.
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Summary of the Section

In this section, the analysis of six extracts demonstrated that students
themselves can manage classroom interaction in the service of creating their own
learning opportunities even when they are regarded as having limited or no L2
knowledge. The analysis showed that very young learners can realize the gap in
their L2 repertoires, and to fill this gap they do not always look up to the language
teachers as the epistemic authority. A peer can be positioned as the language expert
to resolve an interactional trouble. Extract 1 was a striking example of such a case
with the demonstration of a particular student’s (BER) claim of no knowledge after
the construct me too was produced by a peer (ARL). The language teacher’s
appreciation of ARL’s self-initiation played a significant role in marking the
construction, and thereby attracting BER'’s attention to the construction. In other
words, TEA’s emphatic orientation along with the positive assessment highlighted
the construction for the rest of the class and led BER to realise the gap in his L2
repertoire. The epistemic trouble was resolved between the two peers (BER and
ARL) with the help of translanguaging and an embodied resource (self-pointing),

which resulted in a change in the focal student BER’s epistemic state.

Extract 2 showed BER’s first attempt to produce the construction one day
later, but the analysis revealed his problematic production and his strategic
employment of the self-pointing gesture to compensate the meaning he failed to
convey verbally. Such a similar case was recorded almost one week later, and
Extract 3 demonstrated BER’s incomplete production of me too despite being
preceded by some potential verbal prompts. However, Extract 4, recorded at the
end of the same class, illustrated BER’s complete production of the target
construction right after orienting to a peer’s prompt. Importantly, his production was
much beyond the simple repetition of the peer’s turn because BER modified the

construct with a negation word no to enact a different action (disagreement) unlike
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the other students. Moreover, he accompanied his production with another
embodied resource (lateral headshake) to mark the negation in meaning. This
shows that BER could not only produce the construction accurately in a new context
with a new syntactic form, but he could also modify it gesturally in line with the
intended action. Therefore, Extract 4 revealed an important progress in BER’s

developing L2 trajectory with respect to the deployment of focal construction me too.

Extract 5 also displayed BER’s accurate production in how-are-you-today
sequence to display his agreement. It is significant because his first two incomplete
productions (Extract 2 and 3) emerged in the same interactional activity (how-are-
you-today), and one week later he could use me too accurately although three peers’
earlier productions might have potentially acted as prompts. Moreover, Extract 5
revealed an important finding considering BER’s deployment of the embodied
action. In this fragment, he performed the self-pointing vaguely. This is possibly
because of his getting more competent in conveying the meaning verbally, and that

he does not need the facilitator role of embodied resource in conveying the meaning.

Finally, Extract 6 showed the focal student BER’s being fully competent in
using me too one month later. His self-initiated production was enriched with some
prosodic features such as high volume and fast pace, and the absence of any
potential prompts proves how the focal construct me too sediment in his L2

repertoire one month later.

Conclusion
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This section illustrated the creation of a learning opportunity by a particular student

realising a gap in his epistemic state when a learner’s self-initiated turn is positively marked

by the language teacher. The analysis showed that the epistemic asymmetry is not only

between language teachers and learners, and the epistemic balance in language classroom
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can be changed in every moment of classroom interaction by the learners themselves by

positioning a peer as more knowledgeable.

In this section, it was argued that the emergence of a learning opportunity as a result
of the learners’ collaborative trouble resolution paved the way a particular student’s (BER)
language development with respect to the particular construct me too in a one-month
period. As discussed in the previous section, the role of embodiment is striking in tracking
the student’s language development. However, this section differs at one point from the
previous one. That is, in the first section the deployment of embodied resource proved the
learner's (ELG) developing language learning behaviour. In contrast, the gradual
withdrawing of the embodied resource evidenced the learner's (BER) being more

competent in using the focal construct in the second section.

Summary of the Chapter

This chapter consisted of two subsections both illustrated the emergence of learning
opportunities in very young learner EFL classrooms. The first section showed the language
teacher’s successful management of an interactional activity as well as the strategic
deployment of certain interactional and teaching practices to facilitate the learning of a
particular construction treated as an immediate learning object by the language teacher as
the interaction went on. The chronologic analysis of five extracts demonstrated the
circulation of the construction by the teacher, and as a result, longitudinally accounted for
the development of a particular student’s learning trajectory over a period of time. Similarly,
the second section demonstrated a learner’s language development with respect to another
specific construction, but it differed from the previous one considering the initiation of the
learning opportunity. That is, the learner’s claim of no knowledge paved the way of the
emergence of learning opportunity by realising the gap in his L2 knowledge. Finally, the two

sections have a common finding considering the significant role of interactional routines and
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the embodiments in the language development of two learners. All these findings will be

discussed in detail in the following chapter.



Chapter 5

Discussion and Conclusion
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This chapter will present the discussion on L2 construction learning in a kindergarten

classroom in the light of the findings analysed in the previous chapter. As the findings were

presented in two separate sections considering the initiation of the learning opportunities,

the discussion will be organized in two sections: Teacher Initiated L2 Construction Learning

and Learner Initiated L2 Construction Learning.

Teacher Initiated L2 Construction Learning

The analysis of 5 extracts has shown the introduction and the circulation of a

construction (little bit) by the language teacher, and eventually the unprompted self-initiated

use by a focal student (ELG). Table 6 below summarizes all the extracts and the findings

in a chronological order to provide the bigger picture before discussing the findings in detail.

Table 6

Summary of the findings “ittle bit”

Extracts- Actions Teacher practices Focal learner’s action
Timeline
Extract 1 e Introducing the e Shaping learner
18.03.2021 target contribution
construction e Embodied action (i.e.,
pinching gesture)-> visual
scaffolding
¢ Understanding check
e Translanguaging
Extract 2 e Circulation of ¢ Shaping learner ¢ Verbal repetition
25.03.2021 the target contribution
construction and e Choral repetition
eliciting « Embodied action
repetition « Pandemic-relevant action
¢ Translanguaging as other
repair for dispreferred
student contribution
Extract 3 e Circulation of e Uses the construction ¢ Verbal repetition
29.03.2021 the target Coupling it with embodied copying the pinching
construction and action gesture
eliciting
repetition
Extract 4 e Eliciting « Designedly incomplete ¢ Producing the
06.04.2021 construction utterance + Embodied construction without

action as a reminder

any verbal prompt
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e 1st production of
the construction
without repeating
Extract 5 e Eliciting e Self-initiated use of
12.04.2021 construction the construction +
pinching gesture
without any prompts

The first extract was recorded in the third week of the data collection and illustrated
the management of an interactional routine activity (how-is-the-weather-today) by the
language teacher to create a space for the introduction of little bit as the immediate learning
object in an ongoing interaction. As listed in Table 6 above, the language teacher
intentionally deployed certain interactional practices to foreground the target construction,
whose several spontaneous uses by the language teacher were captured 7 times in the
whole data set (see Table 4 in Chapter 4). Different from those cases, Extract 1 showcased
the first instance in which the target construction was introduced in how-is-the-weather
interactional routine and coupled with the embodied action (pinching gesture). To this end,
Extract 1 clearly evidenced the emergence of the construction within the data collection
process, which made the trackability of the construction possible for the analysis. As
explicated in Extract 1, the interaction was initiated with one of the routine questions
practiced at the beginning of each class. Note that all the extracts in this section initiated
with the same routine question (how-is-the-weather-today), so the interactional organization
of this very young learner classroom was framed with the interactional routines to facilitate
learners’ engagement by providing the learners with a predictable participation framework.
This supports the previous research considering the role of interactional routines and
repetitions in fostering participation of learners with limited or no L2 knowledge (Balaman,
2018b; Bjork Willen, 2008; Cekaite, 2007; Kanagy, 1999; Pallotti, 2001; Roh & Lee, 2018;
Watanabe, 2016, 2017). Furthermore, the analysis showed that the teacher’s strategic
management of interactional routines allowed for getting responses from the learner beyond
scripted repetitions and inserting new learning opportunities in the predictable framework

as demonstrated in Extract 1. The teacher’s strategic management of the how-is-the-
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weather-today routine activity in Extract 1 created an interactional space to insert a new
and unknown construction (little bit) as the immediate learning object of the ongoing
interaction. Here, the interactional routine provided a predictable context to introduce a
potentially unpredictable construction in a meaningful way. Along with benefitting from the
learner’s familiarity with the routine activity, the teacher deployed various interactional
practices to foreground the constitution for the learners. Shaping the learner’s contribution
(Can Daskin, 2015) is one of the teacher practices helping the teacher contextualize the
upcoming target construction to lay the ground for generating a learning opportunity. As
shown in Extract 1, MER provided cloudy as a candidate response to the focal question,
how-is-the-weather-today. Upon this, the teacher took MER'’s contribution up and extended
it (it is a little bit cloudy) to further contextualize the target construction.
Accordingly, this finding overlaps with Can Daskin’s (2015) study showing that shaping a
learner contribution though extending the learner’'s responses is one of the teacher

practices deployed to provide learning opportunities in very young learner classrooms.

The deployment of the embodied resource (pinching gesture) is another teacher
practice observed in Extract 1, and it played a prominent role in marking the target
construction. The teacher used gesture-talk combination (little bit + pinching gesture) and
used the gesture as a decisive semiotic resource to make the coupling of little bit and its
meaning socially available (Eskildsen & Wagner, 2015). Additionally, operating as the
means for visual scaffolding (Balaman, 2018b; Sert, 2015), the deployment of the gesture
in this study aligns with what has been argued by Balaman (2018b) in a very young learner
classroom context. As also showed by Balaman (2018b), the gesture in Extract 1 was
strategically deployed by the language teacher to make the new construction visually more
concrete for the very young learners. Note that, embodying an abstract construction is
highly crucial especially for very young learners who are not-yet-competent in
understanding the abstract concepts, especially in an L2. Accordingly, the findings of

Extract 1 align with what has been shown in the literature considering the role of gestures
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in providing visual scaffolding (Kanagy, 1999), more specifically for vocabulary explanation

(aus der Wieschen & Sert, 2021; Sert, 2015; Sert & Walsh, 2013).

After laying the ground for the contextual introduction of the target construction by
shaping the learner’s contribution and employing embodiment, the teacher enacted two
more interactional practices to ensure understanding. One of them is the understanding
check (Waring, 2012) enacted right after the contextualisation of the construction (it is
a little bit cloudy right). This is followed by the integration of the learners’
translanguaging practice (neydi, little bit, c¢ok az) to reach the correct
understanding of the yet-introduced construction. This supports what has been argued by
Atkinson (1993) who stresses the necessity of the use of L1 when checking comprehension
when the learners have a low level of language proficiency as their limited or no knowledge
can potentially cause understanding troubles. Therefore, the deployment of
translanguaging as a meaning-making mechanism to facilitate learning of the focal
construction aligns with Y{zli and Dikilitag’s (2022) finding on the translanguaging in the

Turkish EFL context.

Similar practices were deployed by the language teacher for the circulation of the
construction in the same interactional activity recorded two weeks later (Extract 2). After
BER offered (sunny) as the candidate response to the routine how-is-the-weather-today
question, the teacher shaped this dispreferred response by extending it (Can Daskin, 2015)
to circulate the construction in a contextually meaningful way (it is a little bit
sunny). Although she performed the same embodied action (pinching gesture), the timing
of the gesture needs special attention. To further explain, after the teacher explicitly marked
BER’s candidate response (sunny) as dispreferred (er: :m not really), she started the
pinching gesture. Following this, she intentionally left her turn incomplete to elicit the
construction from the students, which shows that the timing of the pinching gesture and the
combination of the DIU (Koshik, 2002) are strategic to reindex and remind the previously

studied construction and in return elicit it from the students. This leads us to argue that
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references to past learning events can be made not only verbally as discussed by Can
Daskin (2017) (see also Can Daskin & Hatipoglu, 2019a, 2019b) but also nonverbally with
the deployment of embodied resources operating as a resource to reindex the previously
shared learning moments (aus der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019). Although the teacher
deployed pinching gesture in combination with a DIU (Koshik, 2002) as an elicitation
strategy, the sought-for-answer (little bit) was not provided by any students in Extract 2.
This is possible because the focal construction had not started to sediment in the learners’
L2 repertoires yet and needed more circulations to be remembered, which will be discussed
in the following extracts. Upon this, the construction was marked once again with an
emphasis and the teacher enriched her interactional practices with a choral repetition. Doing
so, she not only ensured the whole class elicitation of the construction but also created a
shared history for it to be remembered later. Note that, the pinching gesture was always on
the stage throughout this episode to establish the gesture + the construction unit to be
deployed later in the sense of remembering (Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013). Extract 2
documented another interesting finding with respect to the use of translanguaging as a
repair mechanism to resolve an understanding trouble caused by the problematic word
selection of a particular student (FER). Upon the teacher’s circulation of the construction,
FER demonstrated her understanding with the Turkish translation of little bit (minik).
However, minik is an adjective in Turkish language that is the equivalent of both tiny and
little, and the pinching gesture might refer to both words. To overcome such an
understanding trouble, the teacher navigated between English (L2) and Turkish (L1) (cok
az little bit)to repair FER’s misunderstanding. It proves once again that the facilitator
role of learners’ L1 in the meaning-making process as discussed by aus der Wieschen and
Sert (2021) and the importance of the integration of any named languages and beyond (i.e.,
translanguaging) into the teaching and learning processes to facilitate L2 learning.
Additionally, the deployment of translanguaging as a repair mechanism to maintain
intersubjectivity aligns with Bozbiyik and Balaman’s (2023) study demonstrating how

translanguaging was used by the learners to resolve their peers’ understanding troubles.
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Another interesting point explicated in Extract 2 was the emergence of an
understanding trouble caused by a pandemic-relevant action, namely wearing a facemask.
Note that, the data was collected during the Covid-19 pandemic process, and there was a
mask mandate in Turkiye, which necessitated all the participants wear face masks in the
classroom. While the effects of the pandemic on teaching and learning processes are open
to investigation, one observable effect of wearing masks on L2 learning was seen in Extract
2. As illustrated in Figure 3, the teacher attributed wearing a mask as a trouble source for
BER’s wrong production (1ittle big) of the construction (little bit), and she pulled her
mask down to resolve the understanding trouble. In what followed, BER produced little bit
correctly, which can be given as evidence for the detrimental effect of the teacher’s wearing
a mask on the teaching and learning process. Upon resolving the understanding trouble in
the service of the correct elicitation of the construction, the teacher enacted choral repetition
again and elicited a whole class repetition. The repetitive circulation of the construction
resulted in the focal student, ELG’s individual repetition at the end of the sequence.
Although it seems like a simple verbatim repetition of the teacher’s turn, it showcases the
focal learners’ first use of the target construction, albeit prompted by the teacher, in the

data.

Four days later, the teacher initiated another circulation sequence by enacting the
same set of interactional practices (i.e., shaping learner contribution by extending it,
understanding check and deployment of pinching gesture). After initiating the sequence with
the routine how-is-the-weather-question, the teacher contextualized little bit by shaping
KIR’s contribution as well as marking it with the same prosodic feature (i.e., stress). Similar
to the previous cases, the teacher synchronized the verbal production of the construction

with the pinching gesture and ensured comprehension with another understanding check.

What is central in Extract 3 was the focal learner ELG’s returning the pinching
gesture in a synchronized way with the construction. The return gesture worked as a

resource for ELG to display her ongoing listenership and understanding as also observed
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in Eskildsen and Wagner (2013) and aus der Wieschen and Eskildsen’s (2019) studies
showing that return gestures are a crucial component in displaying understanding and
maintaining intersubjectivity. Therefore, this finding supports that gesture-talk combination
can be an embodied meaning-making resource in its own right and can be made
interactionally relevant as an object of incipient understanding, learning and teaching as

also argued by aus der Wieschen and Eskildsen (2019) in young learners EFL classrooms.

Based on recordings coming from one week later, Extract 4 documented a similar
practice showing that how previously used embodied action was deployed to recall and use
the particular linguistic item as well as reindexing previously shared teachable/learnable
moment (aus der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019; Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013, 2015). On the
other hand, this fragment showed the teacher’s interactional manoeuvres from circulating
the construction to eliciting it from the students. After acknowledging the focal learner,
ELG’s candidate response to the how-is-the-weather routine question, the teacher built the
post expansion on ELG’s contribution to elicit little bit from her. To do this, the teacher
repeated ELG’s response and continued with two DIUs (Koshik, 2002). At the same time,
she combined the DIUs with the pinching gesture and maintained it throughout the
sequence. This proves the strategic enactment of pinching gesture to prompt and remind
the previously shared learning and teaching experiences. Moreover, the use of DIUs in
combination with the gesture to elicit the target construction deserves special emphasis
here as it worked successfully as an elicitation strategy for the focal construction in a very
young learner classroom. As also documented by aus der Wieschen and Sert (2021),
coupling DIU with a gesture worked as a visual resource for ELG to use the construction
(see also Sert, 2015). According to Sert and Walsh (2013), when DIUs are initiated in
sequentially appropriate positions, they can be useful interactional resources to help a
student move from a state of not knowing to a state in which they contribute to ongoing
interaction. This calls for carefully examining the timing of DIUs to successfully elicit the

focal constructions from the learner. As discussed in Extract 2, the teacher’s deployment of
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DIU in combination with pinching gesture did not result in the elicitation of the construction
from the learners. This is possibly because Extract 2 was recorded one week after the
construction was initially introduced together with the pinching gesture (18" of March), and
the participants did not have a sufficient level of shared interactional histories regarding the
contextual use of the construction. However, in Extract 4, recorded (6™ of April) almost three
weeks later, the combination of DIU+pinching gesture worked successfully for the elicitation
of little bit. This can be explained by the accumulation of shared interactional experiences
which can be gained through the repetitive circulation of the construction over time. To this
end, it can be argued that learning L2 constructions requires a certain extent of sharedness
of learning/teaching experiences resulting from the recurrent and recognizable social
interactional contexts, which is also evident in the focal learner ELG’s use of not only the
construction but also the pinching gesture. Relatedly, the findings of the last extract (Extract
5) pointed to the progressive nature of L2 construction learning in a very young learner
classroom. It was recorded almost one month later than the initial recording and provided
empirical evidence for how the focal learner, ELG finally became competent in using not
only the construction but also the embodied resource in a self-initiated fashion without any

verbal or nonverbal prompts by the teacher.

Overall, in line with Eskildsen and Wagner’s (2013) stance on language learning,
the general argument of this analytic section is that language learning is a process in which
shared interactional experiences are gradually obtained as a result of the participants’
socially distributed cognitions as they engage in a series of recurrent interactional activities,
and the changes in learners’ actions or more specifically language learning behaviours,

which cumulatively marks the evidence for their L2 learning.

In this section the role of the teacher was prominent both in creating the learning
opportunity and in facilitating the learning process. However, learners themselves can only
play an active role in shaping their own learning histories, and this will be discussed in the

following section.
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Learner Initiated L2 Construction Learning

Unlike the previous section in which the teacher practices leading to L2 construction
learning were discussed, this section will bring new insights into the role of classroom
interaction, more specifically the role of the learners themselves in creating learning
opportunities and moving step-by-step towards becoming competent learners. As
mentioned earlier, the evidence for learner initiated L2 construction learning was presented
by tracking a particular student’s (BER) developing L2 trajectory over a month. To do this,
Six representative extracts were analysed in the previous chapter to illustrate the gradual
sedimentation of the construction (me too) into his L2 repertoire. All the findings were

summarized in Table 7 below.

Table 7

Summary of the findings “me too”

Timeline for BER’s developing trajectory for the use of the construction me too

Date Production Action Embodied Orientat The Routine
resource ion Activity
8 of e Claim of e Trouble e None e Asking a o Likes/dislikes
March no of source peer (ARL) e Do you like
knowledge X?
9t of e Not-yet- e Agreement o Self- ¢ How are you
March competent pointing today/how do
production you feel today
15" of ¢ Peer- e Agreement o Self- e No e How are you
March prompted pointing orientation today/how do
¢ Not-yet- to peer you feel today
competent prompts
production
15" of e Peer e Disagreeme e Lateral e Orientatio e Free time
March prompted nt headshake ntoa activities
competent peer’s
production prompt
(gaze at
ALY)
17" of e Peer e Agreement o Self- e No e How are you
March prompted pointing explicit today
competent orientation
production to
* Peer

prompts
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30t of e Self- e Agreement ¢ None e How are you
March initiated/ today
unprompte
d
competent
production

Similar to the previous section, the trackability of the construction was also framed
by another interactional routine (how-are-you-today/ how-do-you-feel-today) along with the
embodied resource (self-pointing gesture) accompanying the focal construction (me too).
Note that the construction has occurred various times in the data set (23 times in total). Six
of the cases illustrated the self-initiated use of the focal student (BER) who marked me too
as the immediate learning object by realising a gap in his L2 knowledge upon a peer’s self-
initiated use. Accordingly, BER'’s explicit claim of no knowledge was treated as the evidence
for the unavailability of me too in his L2 repertoire until he realized the gap in his epistemic
state. This section is therefore named as learner initiated L2 construction learning as the
learning process initiated by a particular learner's (BER) realising a gap in his epistemic
state right after a peer’s self-initiated use of me too. This section will demonstrate the active
role of a particular learner in writing his own learning story in collaboration with his peers.
To this end, the role of the peer (ARL) is highly crucial as her self-initiated use of me too

shaped the flow of interaction as illustrated in Extract 1.

To elaborate, the teacher finalized the sequence with a positive assessment for the
selected student AHY’s preferred response, and the sequence was expanded by ARL’s
self-initiated use of me too which was oriented by the language teacher with an appreciation
and positive assessment. The teacher’s enthusiastic acknowledgement of ARL’s
contribution foregrounded me too, and this led BER to realize his lack of knowledge which
cause an understanding trouble for BER. So, he initiated an other repair by asking the
meaning of the construction to the peer (ARL). In doing so, BER marked me too as an
immediate learning object of that moment. Both ARL’s and BER’s self-initiations deserves
special emphasis here because they explicate the role of student initiatives in generating

their own learning opportunities. In addition, the resolution of the interactional trouble also
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furthered our understanding of the role of peers in L2 learning. As evident in the analysis
of Extract 1, BER gazed ARL while asking the meaning of me too. This was immediately
oriented by ARL in a translingual turn format (me too ben de). More interestingly, ARL
synchronized her turn with the self-pointing gesture to ensure understanding just as the
teacher performed in the previous section. ARL’s deployment of translanguaging and the
embodiment as a repair mechanism oriented to the understanding trouble worked
successfully, and resulted in a change in BER’s epistemic status which is evident in his
explicit claim of understanding (Sacks, 1992) marked with a change-of-state token
(Heritage, 1984b). Therefore, it can be argued that translanguaging and embodiment are
not only teacher practices but also the interactional resources deployed by very young
learners in the service of resolving interactional troubles and in return maintaining
intersubjectivity. Accordingly, the role of peer’s translanguaging actions in resolving
understanding problems aligns with Bozbiyik and Balaman’s (2023) study conducted in an
EMI classroom. To this end, it can be argued that learners’ L1 or any named languages
should be freely integrated into language classroom, and the student should be allowed to

‘translanguage’ to facilitate their language learning.

Another intriguing finding observed in Extract 1 is the dynamic nature of the
epistemic authority even in a very young learner classroom. As is the case in many teacher-
fronted classrooms in which language teachers are generally regarded as the primary
holder of the epistemic authority especially when the learners have limited or no L2
knowledge, the language teacher was the epistemic authority managing the classroom
interaction in service of her pedagogical aims in this very young learner classroom.
However, the resolution of the understanding problem in Extract 1 displayed a contrary case
in which a peer was positioned by another peer as a more knowledgeable person rather
than the teacher herself. To explain, the focal student BER solicited help from a peer (ARL)
rather than the teacher to repair his understanding trouble. More interestingly, he oriented

to the peer’s repair although the teacher initiated one simultaneously, and the data showed
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no explicit orientation by BER to the teacher’s repair. This showed the dynamic and flexible
nature of the epistemic authority in this very young learner classroom interaction, which in
return supports Bozbiylk and Can Daskin’s (2021) argument that peer involvement can
temporarily change the epistemic asymmetry and participation framework even in teacher-

fronted classrooms in line with the interactional and epistemic demands.

As for the ways that the repair was formulated by the peer and the teacher, Extract
1 manifested another interesting finding. The resolution of the understanding trouble
between peers by resorting to L1 (Turkish) supports aus der Wieschen and Sert (2021)’s
finding on the integral role of L1 in maintaining intersubjectivity in young learner classrooms.
On the other hand, this extract revealed a contrary finding regarding the language teacher’s
orientation to language choice in young learner classrooms. Aus der Wieschen and Sert
(ibid) pointed out that no alignment to the L1 use of the learners was displayed by the
language teacher maintaining an English-only policy. However, in this fragment, TEA’s
second repair initiation in the translingual turn format (ben de demek me too ben de)
displays an explicit alignment with the L1 use to repair understanding troubles in the very

young learner classroom.

One day after the emergence of me too as the learning object, the focal learner BER
made his first attempt to use the construction with a self-initiation. Despite his hesitant and
incomplete production, he strategically deployed the same gesture (self-pointing) which was
locally connected to me too by ARL to ensure the meaning. Note that BER’s self-pointing
gesture was repetitive and explicit in this fragment to repair the meaning he failed to convey
verbally (Bachman, 1990; Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013, 2015; Foerch & Kasper, 1983). Along
with the deployment of the self-pointing gesture, BER navigated to Turkish to maintain

intersubjectivity (Bozbiyik & Balaman, 2023).

Such an incomplete and hesitant production was also observed one week later
(Extract 3) when BER used the construction in a self-initiated fashion again. Similarly, he

deployed the self-pointing gesture just as he performed in the previous episode to ensure



110

the meaning. What makes this episode different from the previous one is a few peers’
preceding uses of me too in combination with the self-pointing gesture, which might
potentially enact as a prompt for BER. However, no explicit orientation by BER was
observed in the data and his incomplete production showed his being not prompted by
previous occurrences of the construction. Still, his self-initiation is worth considering a step

forward in his way of making the construction a part of his L2 repertoire.

Interestingly, a micro-longitudinal development was observed about 40 minutes
later. Extract 4, which was recorded at the end of the same class hour, explicated BER’s
first complete use of me too. In contrast to the previous extract, BER oriented to one of the
peers’ preceding uses of the construction by gazing at her. However, his syntactic
modification of the construction with the negation particle no as well as the deployment of
another embodied action (lateral head shake) proves the originality of his production as
being much beyond the simple verbatim repetition of the construction. BER’s modification
both in the syntax of the construction but also in the gesture needs special emphasis here.
In the previous two extracts, BER combined me too with the self-pointing gesture to display
his agreement. In Extract 4, he performed a counter action (disagreement) and modified the
gesture-talk connection as negation + construction + lateral headshake in line with his
intended meaning. Although BER’s syntactic and embodied modification proved a milestone
in his developing L2 trajectory, none of BER’s self-initiations thus far had been oriented by

the language teacher.

Two days later, BER could produce the construction completely without any
hesitation and enriched it prosodically by stretching the last syllable (me too: : :)to display
his alignment with ‘feeling so sleepy’. While doing this, he enacted the self-pointing gesture
rather vaguely possibly because his complete production ensured the meaning, and the
facilitator role of the self-pointing gesture was not needed anymore. The support for this
argument is available in Eskildsen and Wagner's (2015) study on the embodied L2

construction learning of an adult learner who stopped gesturing as the semantization
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process of the construction (i.e., under) progressed. In another paper, Eskildsen and
Wagner (2018) discussed that the embodied conduct accompanying the learner’s talk
disappeared as the learner went from a highly embodied mode of hesitant production of a
troublesome expression to increasing fluency. Doing so, they showed how the semiotics of
the gesture disappeared into spoken language. In a similar vein, aus der Wieschen and
Eskildsen’s (2019) paper documented the disappearance of the gesture as a young learner
was progressing in the use of the construction (swap seat). Against this background, the
gradual fading of the self-pointing gesture as BER became more competent in the use of
me too overlaps with the research on gesture + talk combination in the service of meaning-

making.

The finding of the last episode (Extract 6) provided another evidence for this
argument as BER did not accompany his production with the self-pointing gesture. Note
that BER’s production was also preceded by the uses of some peers in this fragment, which
makes it difficult to bring evidence for his full competency in using the construction.
However, BER displayed full competency with his self-initiated unprompted use of the
construction in the same interactional activity (how-are-you-today) two weeks later. The way
he produced the construction is highly remarkable, that is, he uttered me too without any
hesitation and in a loud tone, and in a repetitive way by elongating the last syllable, all of
which are designed to display his full competency in using the construction. Moreover, he
performed neither the self-pointing nor any other gestures. Although he repeated his use in

another turn, none of his self-initiations were realized or oriented by the language teacher.

Clearly, the data did not reveal any specific teacher practices leading to BER’s L2
construction learning in contrast to the previous section. From the very beginning to the
end, the data in this section proved the significant role of the classroom interaction, routine
activities, and peers in creating learning opportunities and facilitating the gradual process
of L2 construction learning. The analysis revealed that in a kindergarten, the classroom

interaction is not at all scripted, and L2 learning cannot be readily found as an outcome of



112

implementing the pre-determined pedagogical plans/goals. Every second of classroom
interaction has the potential to be converted into a learning opportunity which is not solely
created by the language teacher as the institutional epistemic authority in a kindergarten
classroom. As explicated in the data, the learners can solve their epistemic troubles
between themselves without consulting the language teacher as the epistemic authority of
the classroom when an interactional space is opened for their self-initiations. That shows
allowing the change in the participation framework in teacher-fronted classroom interaction
results in the learners’ taking their own interactional responsibility in shaping their L2
trajectories. Therefore, it can be discussed that creating learning opportunities is
independent from the amount of L2 knowledge, and even zero beginners can create their
own learnable moments and shape their own learning trajectories while sedimenting a novel
construction into their L2 repertories. While doing so, they can develop their both linguistic
and embodied competencies as they modify their actions in accordance with the local

contingencies of classroom interaction.

Overall, the discussion on the two separate analytic sections has further
demonstrated that learning opportunities can be created both by the language teachers as
teachable moments and the language learners themselves as learnable moments (see aus
der Wieschen & Eskildsen, 2019; Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013, 2015). Moreover, although
teachers’ interactional practices are extremely crucial in facilitating L2 construction learning,
learner initiations and the strategic deployment of embodiments are just as vital, thus
necessitating more attention. A potentially much bigger argument is that learners may not
always need teachers’ feedback or positive assessment to learn an L2 construction,
sometimes the interaction itself can provide all necessary conditions for a particular student
to be the protagonist of his/ her own learning process as evident in BER’s self-initiated L2

construction learning.

Final point of discussion will be on the interdependent relationship between L2

grammar development and classroom interaction. The longitudinal data allowed for the
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documentation of not only the emergence of two grammatical constructions as the
immediate learning objects but also their developmental processes facilitated through
classroom interaction. Therefore, supporting the intricate relationship between L2 grammar
and classroom interaction, the findings of the thesis align with the available research on the
L2 grammar in-for-and-through social interaction (Eskildsen, 2011, 2012; Hall, 2022;
Pekarek Doehler, 2018, 2021; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, 2019; Pekarek Doehler &
Balaman; 2021; Pekarek Doehler & Skogmyr Marian, 2022, Theodorsdottir & Eskildsen,
2022). Additionally, these studies have enlightened the role of social interaction in L2
grammar development by documenting the diversification or routinization of already
available constructions, and the findings of the thesis contributed to the field by tracking the
sedimentation processes of two L2 constructs in the same interactional sequences, thereby
bringing concrete evidence for L2 construction learning in-and-through the classroom
interaction. Against this background, this thesis argues that social interaction stands on L2
grammar, and L2 grammar is covered and structured by social interaction. Therefore, it
would be appropriate to end the discussion with a metaphor: L2 grammar is the backbone
standing up social interaction, and social interaction is the body covering L2 grammar, both

makes language learning a live phenomenon growing over time.
Conclusion

As learning involves changes in the practices of learners occurring over time, it is
“inherently longitudinal” (Sahlstrdm, 2011, p.45), which requires the overtime examination
of the learners’ accomplishments of social actions. Because each context has its own
complexities and characteristics shaped by the unigueness of each learner, their own
perspectives (i.e., emic perspective) should be at the centre of examination to gain a fuller
understanding of their language learning rather than those of researchers’ starting with
exogenous theories or preconceived assumptions. Therefore, an exploration of the
dynamics of diverse contexts can reflect the realities and characteristics of language

learning rather than generalizing to fit to all contexts. As language is a resource for social
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interaction, the seen-but-not-unnoticed evidence for language learning can be explored by
the examination of talk-in-interaction. To this end, as an approach to the study of talk-in-
interaction, multimodal CA has been recognized as the most compatible research
methodology for this thesis as it aimed to “describe, analyse, and understand talk as a basic

and constitutive feature of human social life” (Sidnell, 2010, p.1).

Drawing on the CA-SLA literature as the background, this thesis aimed at
contributing to the field by responding to Firth and Wagner's (1997) call for
reconceptualizing the traditional SLA with the view of L2 learning as a social process. To
do this, this thesis brought empirical evidence for L2 construction learning by tracking the
changes in learners’ language behaviours by examining a longitudinal data in a
kindergarten EFL classroom with 15 zero beginners of the English language (aged between
5-6 years). It was a teacher-fronted classroom having 1 hour of English class four days a
week, and the language teacher with three years of teaching experience with very young
learners was a native speaker of Turkish and German and speaks English as a foreign

language.

As a result of the line-by-line analysis of the naturally occurring data, a main
collection with learners’ self-initiated use of L2 construction was obtained. After repetitive
examination of the data both retrospectively and prospectively, the cases of two
constructions (little bit and me too) were involved in the thesis as the cases explicitly showed
the emergence of these constructions as learning objects in interaction. The detailed
analysis led the researcher to divide the analytic chapter into two sections considering the
initiations of the learning opportunities by the participants. Namely, the first section showed
the emergence of little bit as an immediate learning opportunity by the language teacher,
and a chronological analysis of five extracts documented the teacher’s interactional
practices facilitating a focal learner’s (ELG) learning of the construction little bit almost in a
month. As discussed in the previous research (Balaman, 2018b; Bjork Willen, 2008;

Cekaite, 2007; Kanagy, 1999; Pallotti, 2001; Roh & Lee 2018; Watanabe, 2016, 2017), the
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interactional routines and repetitions played a prominent role in the language learning
process by providing a predictable framework for the learners. Moreover, they provided the
researcher to track the learning behaviours of two learners. As explicated in the analysis,
the teacher’s strategic management of one routine activity (how-is-the-weather-today)
paved the way for creating a learning opportunity in this very young learner classroom.
Along with that, she shaped learners’ dispreferred contributions to introduce the
construction contextually and ensured meaning-making with translanguaging,
understanding check, and embodiment (pinching gesture). She repeatedly circulated the
construction in the same interactional activity adding choral repetition and DIU as the
interactional practices for the elicitation of the construction from the students. Among them,
ELG displayed a progressive development from the teacher-promoted use to the
unprompted self-initiated use of the construction. As a result, it was argued that the
successful management of the interactional routines and the deployment of
translanguaging, embodiment, DIU and choral repetition, shaping learning contributions are
effective teacher interactional resources facilitating L2 construction learning in a very young

learner classroom.

A very young learner’s L2 construction learning was also documented with the
longitudinal tracking of another construction (me too) marked as unknown by a particular
student (BER). As a result of the teacher’s enthusiastic acknowledgement (evident in loudly
uttered surprise token, positive assessment, and stressed repetition of the construction) of
a learner’s (ARL) self-initiated use of me too foregrounded the construction, which in return
allowed the focal student BER'’s realising a gap in his epistemic status. BER’s self-initiated
claim of no knowledge marked the construction as a learning object at that moment, and
the collaborative resolution of the understanding trouble between peers (ARL and BER)
showed the dynamic and flexible nature of epistemic authority and classroom interaction as
well as the roles of even very young learners in creating their own learning opportunities

despite their limited or no L2 knowledge. Along with creating learning opportunities, the role
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of learner initiatives in the sedimentation process of the construction into BER’s L2
repertoire was documented chronologically through the analysis of six extracts. Throughout
the section, the data revealed BER’s moving from being not-yet-competent to having a full
competency in using the construction me too in a meaningful context. As is in the process
of learning the construction little bit, the role of the embodiment (self-pointing gesture) was
of utmost importance. The commonalities between the two embodied conducts (pinching
gesture and self-pointing gesture) were their deployment as interactional resources for
meaning making. However, a significant difference occurred in their overtime deployment
by the learners as they were on the way of sedimenting the construction into their L2
repertoires. That is, while the deployment of pinching gesture along with the construction
little bit proved ELG’s developing competency in using it, the disappearance of self-pointing
gesture proved BER'’s full competency in using me too. Accordingly, it can be argued that
different learning trajectories unfolded in different learners’ L2 construction learning. These
findings provide rich pedagogical insights for L2 teaching in very young learner classroom

as will be detailed in the following chapter.
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Chapter 6
Suggestions and Limitations

This chapter is designed to provide evidence-based data-led pedagogic implications
for language teachers and teacher educators. It will also provide some suggestions for the

further research and terminate with the limitations of the thesis.
Pedagogical Implications and Suggestions for Further Research

Under the light of the empirical analysis of a very young learner classroom
interaction, it would be appropriate to make the following suggestions to contribute to our

understanding of L2 learning and teaching.

First of all, this study furthered our understanding of the pivotal role of classroom
interaction in language learning as discussed in the available CA-SLA literature. Although
the learners had limited or even no L2 knowledge, the classroom interaction provided the
bedrock for their L2 grammar development (Pekarek Doehler & Eskildsen, 2022).
Accordingly, language learning process should be interactionally organized regardless of
learners’ proficiency levels, and language teachers should manage the classroom
interaction in a way that can open a space for the development of L2 grammar. In line with
this, training on the effective deployment of the international practices offered in the scope
of this thesis can be provided to kindergarten language teachers. Importantly, although the
thesis documented how certain interactional practices facilitated L2 construction learning in
a kindergarten classroom, more longitudinal studies will advance our understanding of the
relationship between L2 grammar development and classroom interaction in different
contexts considering that L2 grammar in-and-for social interaction is a recent research area.
More specifically, as the onset age of teaching English as a foreign language has been
lowered to 2" grade in state schools over the past decade (in 2012) in Tirkiye, and the
interactional dimension of foreign language learning in very young learner classrooms is an

untouched area waiting to be explored from the learners’ perspectives, further studies on
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very young learner contexts are required to inform the language teachers and teacher

educators.

In the interactional organization of the kindergarten classroom, the roles of the
interactional routines were prominent. The classroom interaction was framed by the routine
activities practised in each class hour. The repetitive nature of the classroom interaction
allowed the learner a familiar and predictable framework (Kanagy, 1999) in which they could
participate with their limited L2 knowledge. This predictable nature of the interactional
activity was successfully managed by the language teacher to create an interactional space
for the introduction of an unfamiliar construct. Moreover, these routine activities allowed for
the circulation of the yet-introduced construction over time and created shared interactional
experiences for the recalling and elicitation of the target construction. In return, the repetitive
circulation of the construction in the same interactional sequence facilitated the
sedimentation progress of the construction into the learner's L2 repertoire. Therefore,
interactional routines should be recognized as an integral part of classroom interactions,
provided that they are beyond script verses, and they should be utilized flexibly to create an
interactional space to generate learning opportunities. More specifically, language teachers
should make a space for the interactional routines to introduce novel L2 constructions and
for their circulations in a familiar framework to accumulate shared interactional experiences
to make them a part of the learners’ L2 repertoires. Although this study brought data from
a very young learner context, the deployment of interactional routines should not be limited
to kindergarten classrooms. They can be effective practices to teach L2 constructions to
different learners with different proficiency levels when successfully managed with
interactional practices. Accordingly, further research will enhance our understanding of how

interactional routines can facilitate L2 learning in different contexts and proficiency levels.

Along with the interactional routines, this study suggests the reconsideration of the
involvement of repetitions in the language learning process. Rooting from the behaviouristic

approach to language learning, repetitions can be considered to have a bad reputation



119

when regarded as verbatim uncreative production of L2. However, this study documented
the teacher’s deployment of repetitions as an international practice to ensure the correct
elicitation of the focal construction upon a particular student's wrong production.
Furthermore, the teacher used choral repetition to foreground the focal construction as the
immediate learning object in an ongoing interaction. In line with this, language teachers can
involve repetitions in their language classes to mark the learning objects and to ensure the
learners’ correct production of the yet-introduced constructions. Moreover, language
teachers can provide not well-versed learners with the chance to use the target language
and have a shared interactional experience even if it is the verbatim productions of their

turns.

Another suggestion is related to one of the most debated topics in SLA, namely the
involvement of learners’ L1 or going beyond any named languages (i.e., translanguaging).
As evident in the analysis, not only the teacher but also the learners repaired the
understanding troubles by navigating from L2 (English) to L1 (Turkish). Additionally, the
language teacher constructed various turns in a translingual format to ensure the meaning
of the focal construction. Accordingly, the facilitator role of translanguaging in meaning
making and ensuring understanding especially in kindergarten classrooms should not be
ignored in the expense of exposing them to the target language. To this end, the English-
only instruction policy in foreign language classrooms should be reconsidered to create a
flexible interactional space in which learners can co-construct meaning by translanguaging.
Yet, managing the balance should be always kept in mind by language teachers.
Accordingly, this study also calls for more studies to unearth the potential effects of

translanguaging on language learning in EFL classrooms.

The commonality of the teacher interactional practices observed in the data was to
ensure the understanding of the focal construction, which was occasionally performed in an
explicit way with understanding checks to make the meaning clear for the learners. To this

end, kindergarten language teachers should deploy explicit understanding checks in their
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teaching processes as an effective meaning making strategy to ensure the correct

comprehension of a novel meaning.

Moreover, the individual contributions of learners can inform us about their learning
processes; therefore, language teachers should be aware of the potential of learners’
contributions and should shape them strategically in line with their pedagogical agenda no
matter whether they are preferred or dispreferred contributions. Also, special attention
should be directed to learners uninvited attempts, namely as learner initiatives (Waring,
2011). Especially in kindergarten classrooms, learner initiatives can be regarded as
misbehaviours and mostly obstructed by language teachers who have to keep the balance
between managing the classroom and fulfilling their pedagogical agendas. This is possibly
because, kindergarten classrooms enact as the social environment in which very young
learners are expected to develop their turn-taking skills in social interaction, and their being
not-yet-competent in turn-taking skills generally leads kindergarten teachers to enact
classroom management actions. However, as explicated in the data learner initiatives hold
great potential in not only creating learning opportunities but also displaying their
competencies. Therefore, language teachers should allow their learners to change and
shape the participation framework in co-constructing meaning, thereby moving the
classroom interaction from a dyadic teacher-student interaction into a “multi-party activity”
(Schwab, 2011, p. 12-13). Doing so, they distribute the responsibilities for their language
learning processes among the learners and can help them being the protagonist of their
own learning. In other words, teachers should sometimes allow learners to do being
teachers and create an interactional space for them to co-construct meaning in the service
of their language learning. However, maintaining the delicate balance between managing
the class and encouraging learner initiatives should be taken into consideration.
Accordingly, language teachers should be equipped with the necessary skills to identify,

encourage, shape, and build on learner contributions in very young learner classrooms.
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As an interactional resource on their own, gestures should be treated as prominent
parts of classroom interaction while teaching L2 constructions to provide visual scaffolding
and make the novel constructions accessible for very young learners who are not-yet-
competent in abstract thinking. Moreover, language teachers should benefit from the co-
constructed gesture + talk combinations to provide a shared history for the learners to be
used at later times as a prompt for the elicitation of previously studied constructions. In
addition, although combining gestures with DIUs can operate as an effective elicitation
strategy (see aus der Wieschen & Sert, 2021; Sert, 2015), the timing should also be
considered because such a combination may not work as an effective elicitation strategy if
the learners are not provided with sufficient level of shared interactional histories regarding

the contextual use of the construction.

As explicated in the data, gestures are pervasive interactional resources not only
for the teacher but also for the learners in kindergarten classrooms. Along with deploying
them as a meaning making strategy when their spoken language fails, kindergarten learners
can bring evidence for their L2 development by returning the gestures (aus der Wieschen
& Eskildsen, 2019; Eskildsen & Wagner, 2013, 2015). Against his background, assuming
that classroom interaction is mostly embodied in kindergarten classrooms, language
teachers should be provided with the training for the effective use of gestures in the service
of their pedagogical aims. Surely, more studies will enlighten how co-constructed the

gesture + talk combinations can facilitate L2 construction learning in diverse contexts.

Finally, explicating one of the detrimental effects of a pandemic-relevant action (i.e.,
wearing facemasks), this thesis also invites awareness raising for the potential effects of
Covid-19 pandemic on language learning and calls for further studies to explore the other

potential impacts provided that the data is available.

Overall, this study offers rich findings which can be used as the basis for evidence-
based data-led language teacher education (see Balaman, 2023) with the longitudinal

examination of classroom interactional data from a kindergarten EFL classroom.
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Limitations

While this thesis has brought empirical evidence for L2 construction learning, it has
a number of limitations. First of all, although longitudinal data is rich in itself to conduct a
CA study, the analytic focus is limited to L2 construction learning trajectories of two

particular learners from a single classroom with the same language teacher.

Another limitation was caused by a pandemic-relevant action. During the data
collection there was a mask mandate in Turkiye because of the Covid-19 pandemic, and all
of the students, and the teacher had to wear facemasks in the classroom. This made it
difficult at times to identify who was saying what. Besides, the unavailability of individual

microphones for the learners limited to capture some details of the talk-in-interaction.

Finally, as the data comes from a kindergarten classroom including very young
learners aged between 5 and 6, the video-recorded data included a lot of interruptions,
overlapping talk, and disruptive background noise as the students spent substantial time
playing games or naturally engaging in competition regardless of the type of the ongoing
activity. Moreover, the kindergarten students expectably jumped and moved around the
classroom or talked to their peers, which led the teacher to suspend ongoing pedagogical
events to enact classroom management episodes in many cases. Therefore, such
dynamics in this very young learner classroom made the transcription process quite
challenging and time-demanding (almost a year) for the researcher, which constitutes the

biggest limitation of the study.

All'in all, the thesis successfully showed that classroom interaction and L2 learning
develop hand in hand, classroom interaction grows up L2 grammar and L2 grammar feeds

classroom interaction.
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APPENDIX-A: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS BY JEFFERSON

Symbol Name Use
[text] Brackets Indicaf[es the start and end points of overlapping
= Equal Sign Indicates the break and subsequent continuation of a
utterance.
(# of Timed Pause A number in parentheses indicates the time, in
speech.
) Micropause A brief pause, usually less than 0.2 seconds.
.or ] Period or Indicates falling pitch.
Down
?or ] Question Mark  Indicates rising pitch.
or Up Arrow
, Comma Indicates a temporary rise or fall in intonation.
- Hyphen Indicates an abrupt halt or interruption in utterance.
>text< Greater than / Indicates that the enclosed speech was delivered more
than symbols usual for the speaker.
<text> Less than/ Indicates that the enclosed speech was delivered more
than symbols usual for the speaker.
° Degree symbol  Indicates whisper or reduced volume speech.

ALL CAPS Capitalized text  Indicates shouted or increased volume speech.
underline Underlined text Indicaf[es the speaker is emphasizing or stressing the
Colon(s) Indicates prolongation of an utterance.

(hhh) Audible exhalation

? or (.hhh) High Dot Audible inhalation

(text) Parentheses Speech which is unclear or in doubt in the transcript.
((italic text)) Double Annotation of non-verbal activity.

Parentheses
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APPENDIX-B: MULTIMODAL TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS BY MONDADA

Embodied actions are transcribed according to the following conventions
developed by Lorenza Mondada .

*  * Gestures and descriptions of embodied actions are delimited between

+  + two identical symbols (one symbol per participant)

A Aand are synchronized with corresponding stretches of talk.

*--->The action described continues across subsequent lines

---->* until the same symbol is reached.

>>  The action described begins before the excerpt’s beginning.

--->>The action described continues after the excerpt’s end.

..... Action’s preparation.

---- Action’s apex is reached and maintained.

iy Action’s retraction.

ric  Participant doing the embodied action is identified when (s)he is not the

speaker. fig  The exact moment at which a screen shot has been taken

# isindicated with a specific symbol showing its position within the turn at talk.
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APPENDIX-C: Goniillii Katiim Formu (Ogretmen)

Tarih: ...../.../...... /
Degerli Meslektagim,

Hacettepe Universitesi Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali doktora tezi kapsaminda yiiriitmeyi

planladigim bu ¢alismaya gosterdiginiz ilgi ve ayirdiginiz zaman igin simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim. Bu
form ile yapilmasi planlanan ¢alismayla alakali sizi bilgilendirmek amaglanmistir. Bu ¢alisma igin
Hacettepe Universitesi Etik Komisyonundan izin alinmustir.
Bu calismada amag, goniillii 6gretmenlerin sinif i¢i etkilesim yetisi ile ilgili farkindalik yaratmak ve
kendi sinif i¢i uygulamalarina yansitict diyalog yoluyla yansitma yapmalarini saglayarak bu yetilerini
artirmak ve bu sayede mesleki gelisimlerine katki saglamaktir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda Dog¢ Dr. Ufuk
BALAMAN danigmanliginda hazirlanacak bu doktora tezinde siz goniillii 6gretmenlerimizin ¢ocuk
siniflarinda  yiiriittiigii Ingilizce dersleri haftalik olarak kamera ile sesli ve goriintiilii olarak
kaydedilecektir. Toplanan veri Konugma Céziimlemesi yontemiyle analiz edilecektir ve analiz sonucu
arastirmacinin belirledigi ilgili kesitler {izerine yansitma yaparak sonraki siireclerde uygulayabileceginiz
olasi ¢ikarimlar yapmaniz planlanmaktadir. Bu siire¢ de verilerin kayba ugramamasi amaciyla video
kayit altina alinacaktir.

Arastirmaya goniilli olarak katilmak esastir ve isbu metin, siz kiymetli 6gretmenlerimizin
kisisel haklarin1 korumaya almak amaciyla sizi bilgilendirmeyi ve siirece baglayabilmemiz adina izin
talebimizi iletmek amactyla hazirlanmistir. Siire¢ esnasinda kamera ile kayit altina alinan 6gretim
siireclerinden elde edilen tiim veriler sadece bilimsel bir amacla kullanilacaktir. Kimlikleriniz, sinif,
okul ve yer isimleri higbir basili ya da ¢evrimigi kaynakta agik edilmeyecek, takma isim kullanimi, yiiz
gizleme, bugulama gibi teknik yontemlerle kimliklerinizi acik etme ihtimali bulunan g6riintii ve hareket
gibi tiim etmenler tamamiyla gizlenecektir. Kayitlar; altta ismi ve bilgileri verilen arastirmaci ile
sorumluluk yine ilgili arastirmaci da olmak kosuluyla bu metinde belirtilen gizlilik ve kimlik koruma
ilkelerine eksiksiz uyulmasini taahhiit eden arasgtirmaci disinda, hicbir kimse ya da kurulus ile
paylasilmayacaktir. Calismaya katilmaktan vazgegme hakkiniz her zaman saklidir. Verecek oldugunuz
bilgilerden dolay1 kendinizi rahatsiz hissedeceginiz bir durumla kars1 karsiya birakilmayacaginizi,
rahatsiz hissettiginiz takdirde istediginiz zaman ¢aligmadan ayrilabileceginizi ve bunun sizi higbir
sorumluluk getirmeyecegini taahhiit ediyorum. Arastirma kapsaminda akliniza gelebilecek her tiirli
soru i¢in asagidaki iletisim bilgilerini kullanarak calisma Oncesi, esnasi ve sonrasinda tarafima
ulasabilirsiniz. Dilediginiz takdirde kayda alinan veriler sizinle paylasilabilecektir.

Bu bilgiler 1s18inda, size verdigim giivenceye dayanarak bahsi gegen sartlari onayladiginizi
beyan etmek adina asagida bos birakilan bdliimlerini doldurmanizi ve calismama cok degerli
katkilarinizi sunmanizi rica ediyorum.

Katilimimiz igin simdiden tesekkiir ederim,
Saygilarimla.

Sorumlu Arastirmaci Arastirmaci

Dog. Dr. Ufuk BALAMAN Ogr. Gor. Emel TOZLU KILIC
Hacettepe Universitesi Giresun Universitesi

Ingiliz Dili Egitim Anabilim Dali Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu
Katilimer:

Adi, Soyadt:

Adres:

Tel:

e-posta:

Imza:
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APPENDIX-D: Goniillii Katiim Formu (Personel)

Tarih: .../.../......
Sayin Okul Personeli,

Hacettepe Universitesi Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali doktora tezi kapsaminda yiiriitmeyi
planladigim bu calismaya gosterdiginiz ilgi ve ayirdiginiz zaman i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim. Bu
form ile yapilmasi planlanan ¢alismayla alakali sizi bilgilendirmek amag¢lanmustir.

Bu c¢ahisma icin Hacettepe Universitesi Etik Komisyonundan izin almmustir. Bu ¢alisma ¢ocuk
siniflarinda Ingilizce dersine giren dgretmenimizin simf igi etkilesim yetisi ile ilgili farkindalik
yaratmay1 amaglamis, Do¢ Dr. Ufuk BALAMAN danismanliginda hazirlanacak bir doktora tezidir. Bu
amag dogrultusunda, okulunuz biinyesinde Ingilizce dersini yiiriiten saygideger meslektasimin dersi
hicbir miidahale olmadan sinifin diizenini ve dersin islenisini etkilemeden, dogal haliyle video kaydina
almacaktir. Siire¢ oncesinde hem dgretmenin hem de her bir katilimci1 6grencinin velisinden goniilli
katilim sagladiklarina dair onay alinacaktir.

Isbu metin, ¢cok kiymetli ¢ocuklarimizin ve siz degerli okul personelinin kisisel haklarini korumaya
almak amaciyla sizi bilgilendirmeyi ve siirece baglayabilmemiz adina izin talebimi iletmek amaciyla
hazirlanmigtir. Kamera ile kayit altina alman Ogretim siireclerinde yer alan c¢ocuklarimizin,
Ogretmenlerimizin ve okul personelinin kimlikleri, sinif, okul ve yer isimleri hicbir basili ya da ¢evrimici
kaynakta acik edilmeyecek, takma isim kullanimi, yiiz gizleme, bugulama gibi teknik ydntemlerle
kimliklerinizi acik etme ihtimali bulunan goriintii ve hareket gibi tiim etmenler tamamiyla gizlenecektir.
Kayitlar altta ismi ve bilgileri verilen arastirmaci ile sorumluluk yine ilgili arastirmacida olmak
kosuluyla bu metinde belirtilen gizlilik ve kimlik koruma ilkelerine eksiksiz uyulmasini taahhiit eden
arastirmaci disinda, hicbir kimse ya da kurulus ile paylasilmayacaktir. Aragtirma kapsaminda akliniza
gelebilecek her tiirlii soru icin tarafima asagidaki iletisim bilgilerini kullanarak ¢aligma 6ncesi, esnasi
ve sonrasinda ulasabilirsiniz. Bu sartlar1 onayliyorsaniz liitfen asagida bos birakilan bdliimleri
doldurunuz ve formu imzalayarak teslim ediniz.

Katiliminiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederim,
Saygilarimla.

Sorumlu Arastirmaci

Dog. Dr. Ufuk BALAMAN
Hacettepe Universitesi

Ingiliz Dili Egitim Anabilim Dali

Arastirmaci

Ogr. Gér. Emel TOZLU KILIC
Giresun Universitesi

Yabanci Diller Yiksekokulu

Okul Personelinin:
Adi, soyadi:

Adres:

Tel:

hnza:
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APPENDIX-E: Goniilli Katilim Formu (Veli)

Degerli Veli,

Hacettepe Universitesi Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali doktora tezi kapsaminda yiiriitmeyi
planladigim bu ¢alismaya gosterdiginiz ilgi ve ayirdiginiz zaman igin simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim. Bu
form ile yapilmasi planlanan ¢alismayla alakali sizi bilgilendirmek amag¢lanmustir.

Bu ¢alisma icin Hacettepe Universitesi Etik Komisyonundan, okul idaresinden ve dersin
ogretmeninden izin alinmistir. Bu ¢alisma cocuk smiflarinda Ingilizce dersine giren 6gretmenimizin
sinif ici etkilesim yetisi ile ilgili farkindalik yaratmayir amaglamis, Do¢ Dr. Ufuk BALAMAN
danismanliginda hazirlanacak bir doktora tezidir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda, velisi bulundugunuz
dgrencinin bir ddnem boyunca her hafta katilacak oldugu Ingilizce dersi hicbir miidahale olmadan ve
sinifin diizenini, dersin isleyisini bozmadan dogal haliyle goriintii ve ses kaydina alinacaktir.

Arastirmaya goniillii olarak katilmak esastir ve isbu metin, cok kiymetli ¢ocuklarimizin kisisel
haklarini korumaya almak amaciyla sizi bilgilendirmeyi ve siirece baglayabilmemiz adina izin talebimizi
iletmek amaciyla hazirlanmistir. Kamera ile kayit altina alinan Ogretim siireglerinde yer alan
cocuklarimizin kimlikleri, sinif, okul ve yer isimleri hicbir basili ya da cevrimig¢i kaynakta acik
edilmeyecek, takma isim kullanimi, yiiz gizleme, bugulama gibi teknik yontemlerle ¢ocuklarimizin
kimliklerini acik etme ihtimali bulunan goriintii ve hareket gibi tiim etmenler tamamriyla gizlenecektir.
Kayitlar; altta ismi ve bilgileri verilen arastirmaci ile sorumluluk yine ilgili arastirmacida olmak
kosuluyla bu metinde belirtilen gizlilik ve kimlik koruma ilkelerine eksiksiz uyulmasini taahhiit eden
aragtirmaci disinda, hicbir kimse ya da kurulus ile paylasilmayacaktir. Velisi oldugunuz 6grencinin
caligma diginda tutulma hakki her zaman saklidir. Béyle bir talep durumunda ilgili 6grencinin bulundugu
ortamda kayit yapilmayacaktir. Aragtirma kapsaminda akliniza gelebilecek her tiirlii soru i¢in tarafima
asagidaki iletigim bilgilerini kullanarak ¢aligma oncesi, esnasi ve sonrasinda ulagabilirsiniz.

Bu bilgiler 1s181nda, size verdigim giivenceye dayanarak yukarida bahsi gegen sartlar1 onayladiginizi
belirten bu goniillii katilim formunun asagida bos birakilan boliimlerini doldurmanizi ve ¢aligmama ¢ok
degerli katkilarinizi sunmanizi rica ediyorum.

Katiliminiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederim,
Saygilarimla.

Sorumlu Arastirmaci

Dog. Dr. Ufuk BALAMAN Katihmei Ogrencinin
Hacettepe Universitesi Ad, soyadt:
Ingiliz Dili Egitim Anabilim Dali

Velisinin
Arastirmaci Adi, soyadt:
Ogr. Gér. Emel TOZLU KILIC Adres:
Giresun Universitesi Tel:

Yabanci Diller Yiksekokulu imza:
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APPENDIX-F: Ethics Committee Exemption Form / Ethics Committee Approval

Tarih: 117122020 1851
Bayr E-35853172-10102.02-
00001335434

T.C. LMWL
¥ 00001359434

HACETTEPE UNIVERSITESI
Rektorliik

Say1 : 35853172-101.02.02
Konu : Emel TOZLU KILIC (Etik Komisyon Izni)

EGITIM BILIMLERI ENSTITUSU MUDURLUGUNE

Ilgi  :24.11.2020 tarihli ve E-51944218-101.02.02-00001339680 sayili yaz1.

Enstitiiniiz Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dal1 Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Bilim Dal1 Doktora program
oarencisi Emel TOZLU KILIC m Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Ufuk BALAMAN damismanhiginda yiiriittiigi “Bir
Ogretmenin flkokul Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Stmflarmda Simif Ici Etkilesimsel Yeti Gelisimi”
baslikli tez ¢aligmasi, Universitemiz Senatosu Etik Komisyonunun 08 Arahk 2020 tarihinde yapmus
oldugu toplantida incelenmis olup, etik ag¢idan nygun bulunmusgtur.

Bilgilerinizi ve geregini saygilarunla rica ederim.

e-imzalidir
Prof. Dr. Vural GOKMEN
Rektor Yarduneisi

Hacettepe Universitesi Rektdrlitk 06100 Sihhiye-Ankara Sevda TOPAL
Telefon:0 (312) 305 3001-3002 Faks:0 (312) 311 9992 E-posta:yazimd@hacettepe.edu.tr Internet
Adresi: www . hacettepe.edu.tr
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APPENDIX-G: Declaration of Ethical Conduct

| hereby declare that...

| have prepared this thesis in accordance with the thesis writing guidelines of the

Graduate School of Educational Sciences of Hacettepe University;

all information and documents in the thesis/dissertation have been obtained in

accordance with academic regulations;

all audio visual and written information and results have been presented in compliance

with scientific and ethical standards;

in case of using other people’s work, related studies have been cited in accordance

with scientific and ethical standards;

all cited studies have been fully and decently referenced and included in the list of

References;

| did not do any distortion and/or manipulation on the data set,

and NO part of this work was presented as a part of any other thesis study at this or

any other university.

13/07/2023

Emel Tozlu Kilg
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APPENDIX-H: Thesis/Dissertation Originality Report

06/07/2023
HACETTEPE UNIVERSITY

Graduate School of Educational Sciences
To The Department of Foreign Language Education
Thesis Title: A Longitudinal Conversation Analytic Study on L2 Construction Learning in a Kindergarten
Classroom
The whole thesis that includes the title page, introduction, main chapters, conclusions and bibliography section is

checked by using Turnitin plagiarism detection software take into the consideration requested filtering options.
According to the originality report obtained data are as below.

Time Submitted Page Character Date of Thesis Similarity
Count Count Defense Index

06/07/2023 168 261520 06/06/2023 %15 2127187567

Submission ID

Filtering options applied:

1. Bibliography excluded
2. Quotes included
3. Match size up to 5 words excluded

| declare that | have carefully read Hacettepe University Graduate School of Educational Sciences Guidelines for
Obtaining and Using Thesis Originality Reports; that according to the maximum similarity index values specified
in the Guidelines, my thesis does not include any form of plagiarism; that in any future detection of possible
infringement of the regulations | accept all legal responsibility; and that all the information | have provided is correct
to the best of my knowledge.

| respectfully submit this for approval.

Name Lastname: Emel TOZLU KILIC

Student No.: N18141052 Signature

Department: Foreign Language Education

Program: English Language Teaching

Status: [] Masters X Ph.D. [] Integrated Ph.D.

ADVISOR APPROVAL

APPROVED
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ufuk Balaman
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APPENDIX-I: Yayimlama ve Fikri Miilkiyet Haklari Beyani

Enstitl tarafindan onaylanan lisansisti tezimin/raporumun tamamini veya herhangi bir kismini, basili (kagit) ve
elektronik formatta argivleme ve asagida verilen kosullarla kullanima agma iznini Hacettepe Universitesine verdigimi bildiririm.
Bu izinle Universiteye verilen kullanim haklari disindaki tim fikri miilkiyet haklarim bende kalacak, tezimin tamaminin
ya da bir béluminin gelecekteki ¢alismalarda (makale, kitap, lisans ve patent vb.) kullanim haklan bana ait olacaktir.

Tezin kendi orijinal gcalismam oldugunu, baskalarinin haklarini ihlal etmedigimi ve tezimin tek yetkili sahibi oldugumu
beyan ve taahhit ederim. Tezimde yer alan telif hakki bulunan ve sahiplerinden yazili izin alinarak kullanilmasi zorunlu metinlerin
yazili izin alinarak kullandigimi ve istenildiginde suretlerini Universiteye teslim etmeyi taahhit ederim.

Yuksekogretim Kurulu tarafindan yayinlanan "Lisansiistii Tezlerin Elektronik Ortamda Toplanmasi, Diizenlenmesi
ve Erigime Agilmasina iligkin Yonerge" kapsaminda tezim aga@ida belirtilen kosullar haricince YOK Ulusal Tez Merkezi / H.U.

Kutiphaneleri Acik Erisim Sisteminde erigime acilir.

0  Enstitu/ Fakulte yonetim kurulu karari ile tezimin erisime agilmasi mezuniyet tarihinden itibaren 2 yil

ertelenmigtir. ()

O Enstitu/Fakulte yonetim kurulunun gerekceli karari ile tezimin erisime agilmasi mezuniyet

tarihimden itibaren ... ay ertelenmistir. @

0 Tezimle ilgiligizlilik karari verilmistir.®
13/07/2023

(imza)

Emel TOZLU KILIC

"Lisansisti Tezlerin Elektronik Ortamda Toplanmasi, Diizenlenmesi ve Erisime Agilmasina lliskin Yénerge"

(1) Madde 6. 1. Lisanstistii tezle ilgili patent basvurusu yapilmasi veya patent alma sirecinin devam etmesi durumunda, tez danismaninin énerisi
ve enstitii anabilim dalinin uygun gériisii Uzerine enstitii veya fakiilte yénetim kurulu iki yil siireile tezin erisime agiimasinin ertelenmesine karar
verebilir.

(2) Madde 6.2. Yeniteknik, materyal ve metotlarin kullanildigi, heniiz makaleye dbéniismemis veya patent gibi yéntemlerle korunmamis ve internetten
paylasiimasi durumunda 3.sahislara veyakurumlara haksiz kazang; imkéani olusturabilecek bilgi ve bulgulari iceren tezler hakkinda tez danismanin
onerisi ve enstitii anabilim dalinin uygun gériisii lzerine enstitii veya faklilte ybnetim kurulunun gerekgeli karari ile alti ayr asmamak (lizere
tezin erisime agiimasi engellenebilir.

(3) Madde 7. 1. Ulusal ¢ikarlari veya giivenligi ilgilendiren, emniyet, istihbarat, savunma ve giivenlik, saglk vb. konulara iligkin lisansiistii tezlerle ilgili
gizlilik karari, tezin yapildigi kurum tarafindan verilir*. Kurum ve kuruluslarla yapilan isbirligi protokolii ¢ercevesinde hazirlanan lisansiistii tezlere
iligkin gizlilik karari ise, ilgili kurum ve kurulugun énerisi ile enstitii veya fakiltenin uygun gériisii Uzerine iniversite yénetim kurulu tarafindan
verilir. Gizlilik karari verilen tezler Yiiksekdgretim Kuruluna bildirilir.

Madde 7.2. Gizlilik karari verilen tezler gizlilik siiresince enstitii veya fakiilte tarafindan gizlilik kurallari ¢ergevesinde muhafaza edilir, gizlilik
kararinin kaldirimasi halinde Tez Otomasyon Sistemine ytiklenir

*Tez danismaninin énerisi ve enstitii anabilim dalinin uygun gériisti lzerine enstitli veya fakiilte yénetim kurulu tarafindan karar verilir.






